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Indiana Department of Transportation
US 50 Environmental Assessment/Corridor Study Executive Summary

OVERVIEW

The study of US 50 in Dearborn County, Indiana, is sponsored by the Indiana Department of
Transportation (INDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). Recommendations of
this study will be reviewed by INDOT for inclusion in the State’s Long Range Transportation Plan.

The corridor termini are Dillsboro on the west end and the intersection of US 50 and State Route
(SR) 1/Belleview Avenue (I-275 Connector) on the east end. The study corridor passes near the City of
Dillsboro and through the Cities of Aurora, Lawrenceburg, and Greendale and is approximately 18 miles
in length. The general study area includes the southern portion of Dearborn County.

The study is being directed by a management team of INDOT and FHWA through their primary
consultant Strand Associates, Inc.® (Strand), along with team members Wilbur Smith Associates (Wilbur
Smith) and Doe Anderson, Inc. Stakeholder participation was coordinated through a Community
Advisory Committee (CAC) comprised of local government officials, economic development groups,
local businesses, neighborhood groups, and other interested parties in the Dearborn County area.
Public meetings were held in Lawrenceburg to elicit general public comment. Early coordination with
state and federal agencies has also been conducted to provide agencies with the opportunity to review
and comment on all potential alternatives.

The study is being conducted as an Environmental Assessment (EA)/Corridor Study (CS) in
accordance with FHWA's Indiana’s Streamlined Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Procedures. The
general purpose of this study is to establish the central purpose and need for improvements along the
corridor, develop and analyze alternatives which meet the purpose and need, and make
recommendations for projects of independent utility which should be advanced for future development
and study. Those projects identified for future development will be subject to further evaluation in the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process as required (EIS, EA/FONSI, CE).

The Gateway Study is referred to in several locations of this report. The Gateway Study is a recent
investigation sponsored by The Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of Governments (OKI) and
Dearborn County, completed by M.E. Companies. This study is a companion study to the US 50
EA/CS that evaluated current land use and access management along US 50. The purpose of the
study was to identify and implement solutions to chronic traffic congestion on US 50 and develop a
plan for land use, access management, and street layout that increases safety and the overall
efficiency of the corridor. In conjunction with proposed improvements from this US 50 EA/CS, the
Gateway Study is intended to coordinate proposed US 50 improvements to maximize the
economic potential of US 50. Recommendations from this study will be evaluated by INDOT for
inclusion as short- and long-term improvements to various segments of the corridor. Access
management solutions suggested by the Gateway Study are generally included in this EA/CS
report as recommended improvement solutions, although specific projects of independent utility
have not been identified.

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® ES-1
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Indiana Department of Transportation
US 50 Environmental Assessment/Corridor Study Executive Summary

SUMMARY OF PURPOSE AND NEED

For discussion in this report, purpose and need for the project have been divided into four categories:
Congestion, Safety, Tanners Creek Bridge, and US 50 as a Statewide Mobility Corridor. For ease of
presentation, the Corridor was also divided into four segments: Segment 1-Dillsboro to Aurora (SR 262
to SR 148); Segment 2-Aurora to Lawrenceburg (SR 148 to SR 48); Segment 3-Lawrenceburg (SR 48
to Arch Street.); and Segment 4-Greendale (Arch Street to I-275). Each of these segments is discussed
in greater length in Section 2.

Based on an assessment of purpose and need, the underlying need for improvements along US 50 is
based on current and forecasted deficiencies in Level of Service (LOS) at several intersections present
in Segments 2, 3, and 4. Additionally, safety concerns, based on current crash rates, are present in
Segment 2, the intersection of US 50 and Arch Street (between Segments 3 and 4), and the US 50 and
SR 48 intersection (between Segments 2 and 3). Tanners Creek Bridge improvements are essential,
since this is the only major crossing over Tanners Creek for the County, and the current structure
received a sufficiency rating of less than 50, classifying it as functionally obsolete. US 50’s designation
as a Statewide Mobility Corridor is a demonstration of its significance to vehicular and commercial truck
movement through the state. Existing volume-to-capacity ratios present strong evidence that the
eastern section of the US 50 Corridor is failing to fulfill its function as a statewide mobility corridor.
Currently, Segments 3 and 4 cannot provide high speed, free-flowing conditions, efficiently service the
large volume of through traffic, or provide adequately for heavy commercial traffic flow. Forecasts of
future traffic volumes indicate even greater periods of congestion and a further reduction in the ability of
this section of US 50 to provide adequate mobility between neighboring urban communities.

RECOMMENDATIONS
After analysis of several alternatives, the following recommended alternatives are provided for
further evaluation. These are divided into each segment of the corridor as described in the report

and are further divided into short- and long-term recommended improvements:

Segment 1-Dillsboro to Aurora (SR 262 to SR 148)

Short- and Long-Term Improvements:
= Access Management Solutions-Recommendations in Gateway Study

Segment 2-Aurora to Lawrenceburg (SR 148 to SR 48)

Short-term Improvement:

* Transportation System Management (TSM) Concept 11-Eliminate Left Turn Lanes Except at
Major Intersections and Replace TWLTL with Barrier Median

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® ES-2
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Indiana Department of Transportation
US 50 Environmental Assessment/Corridor Study Executive Summary

Long-Term Improvements:
» Intersection Improvement-US 50 at Wilson Creek Road
» Intersection Improvement-US 50 at Wal-Mart Entrance

Segment 3-Lawrenceburg (SR 48 to Arch Street)

Short-Term Improvements:

= TSM Concept 2-No Left Turns Allowed in Downtown Lawrenceburg during Peak Periods
Long-Term Improvements

= Alternate 1-On-Alignment Capacity Expansion (from 4 to 6 lanes) in Downtown Lawrenceburg

= Alternate 5-One-Way Pair (Near North)

= Alternate 6-One-Way Pair (Mid North)

Segment 4-Greendale (Arch Street to 1-275)

Short-Term Improvements
»= Access Management Solutions- Recommendations in Gateway Study
Long-Term Improvements
= Access Management Solutions- Recommendations in Gateway Study

» Intersection Improvements-US 50 at I-275 Interchange

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® ES-3
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Indiana Department of Transportation
US 50 Environmental Assessment/Corridor Study Section 1-Existing Conditions and Needs Analysis

1.01 STUDY AREA TERMINI

This Existing Conditions and Needs
Analysis was completed as part of

. Indiana
an Environmental Assessment/
Corridor Study (EA/CS) for US 50
in Dearborn County, Indiana. The Dearborn
corridor termini are SR 262 in County

Dillsboro on the west end and the
intersection of US 50 and State
Road (SR) 1/Belleview Avenue (I-
275 Connector) on the east end.
The study corridor passes near the
City of Dillsboro and through the
Cities of Aurora, Lawrenceburg,
and Greendale and is
approximately 18 miles in length.
The general study area includes
the southern portion of Dearborn | Figure 1.01-1 US 50 Study Corridor
County. Figure 1.01-1 shows the
study corridor’s location within Indiana. | . s ). S - —
Figure 1.01-2 shows state and federal N
highways adjacent to the study corridor.
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Indiana Department of Transportation
US 50 Environmental Assessment/Corridor Study Section 1-Existing Conditions and Needs Analysis

1.02 SOCIOECONOMIC PROFILE

Dearborn County is located in southeastern Indiana, just outside of the Cincinnati, Ohio,
metropolitan area. SR 1 and SR 56 are the primary north-south routes while US 50 provides east-
west mobility. US 50 connects Cincinnati to points west and southwest.

According to the United States Census Bureau, Dearborn County had an estimated population of
48,583 in the year 2004 and experienced 18.7 percent growth in population between 1990 and
2000. This made Dearborn County the 12th fastest growing county in the state over that time
period. Indiana’s state population grew 9.7 percent from 1990 to 2000. According to the Dearborn
County Transportation Assessment, March 2004, it is also one of the fastest growing counties
within the Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Regional Council of Governments’ (OKI) planning area.
Dearborn County’s population age profile is similar to that of the State’s overall.

The largest population centers in 2000 within Dearborn County were Lawrenceburg with 4,685
people, Greendale with 4,296 people, and Aurora with 3,965 people. The 1999 median household
income in Dearborn County was $48,899 compared to $41,567 statewide. The County’s per capita
income in 1999 of $20,431 was nearly identical to the state average. The County’s unemployment
rate was 3.3 percent in 2000, which is below the national and state averages. In 2001, there were
963 nonfarm employers in the County resulting in employment of 13,561 people. This employment
number decreased 1.8 percent from 2000 to 2001.

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 1-2
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1.03 GENERAL STUDY AREA TRANSPORTATION CHARACTERISTICS

There are no public airports or passenger rail facilities serving Dearborn County. Transit is
minimal, although a privately operated, demand-responsive ride service is available. Bicycle and
pedestrian systems exist within the incorporated areas and, to some extent, along the Ohio River.
The overall lack of transportation options, however, results in a dependence on automobile travel.
This is verified by the fact that more than 70 percent of County households own two or more
vehicles. Nearly 83 percent of
commuters countywide drive to work
alone, contributing to high US 50
traffic volumes.

Dearborn County

Local attractions also result in
increased transportation demand in
Dearborn County. The Argosy Casino
is located in Lawrenceburg off US 50.
It provides riverboat gambling and
hotel facilities that attract an
estimated 3.5 million visitors to the

Perfect North
Ski Resort S

) to Cincinnati
area annually. In the winter months,
Perfect North Slopes offers skiing Argosy
and snow tubing. The resort is US 50 Study Casino

located northeast of Greendale and
attracts an estimated 150,000 to
175,000 patrons annually.
Additionally, central Dearborn County
is only 25 miles west of downtown
Cincinnati, Ohio, resulting in
significant  directional commuter
traffic. Figure 1.03-1 shows the | Figure 1.03-1 Local Attractions
location of these attractions. Another
nearby attraction is the Grand Victoria Casino and Resort, located on SR 56 southeast of
Lawrenceburg; this attracts many visitors who use the project corridor to reach this facility.

Corridor

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 1-3
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Section 1-Existing Conditions and Needs Analysis

1.04 ROADWAY CHARACTERISTICS

A. Classification

In the Indiana Department
of Transportation’s
(INDOT’s) 2000-2025 Long

Statewide Mobility Corridor Hierarcl

a4

[

Yy

|

Range Plan, US 50 is
classified as a Statewide
Mobility Corridor (SMC), as
shown in Figure 1.04-1.
These corridors connect
major metropolitan areas of
the state and neighboring
states, provide regional
access to cities and regions
around the state, and play a : : : Lz
vital role in the economic :
development of the state.
SMCs are characterized by
high design standards, high
traffic speeds, free-flowing
conditions, and large

]

vehicular and truck traffic N ' e E
volumes. They are generally ¥ X
multilane divided highways f i = o i
with  full-access control, 1
where p033|b!e. This portlon H - 1 o
of US 50 is funCtlona"y P i J 63 3 [ Census Place [2000)
g ] 1) o - 4+ SubRegional Corridar
classified as a Rural sl . o e
Principal Arterial and it is 2 - - «_m Statewide Corridors
X i B f o } 135 mm 1 Proposed 8lignmenits
part of the National Highway s 1 j" i R T
& 5 —
System (NHS). S etJ » Mile=
= S :

In addition to US 50, major
routes through Dearborn
County include I-74 and SR
1. I-74 is classified as an
SMC in INDOT’s 2000-2025 Long Range Plan, a Rural Interstate, and is part of the NHS. SR 1 is
classified as a Regional Corridor in INDOT’s 2000-2025 Long Range Plan. These corridors connect
smaller cities and regions to SMCs and have mid level design standards, high-to-moderate speeds,
free-flowing conditions where practical, and moderate vehicular and truck traffic volumes. SR 1 is
classified as a Rural Minor Arterial and is not part of the NHS.

Figure 1.04-1 INDOT Corridor Hierarchy
Source: INDOT 2000-2025 Long Range Plan

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 1-4
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B. Existing Geometrics

US 50 is a traditional rural, four-lane divided highway from the Dearborn/Ripley County line to just
southwest of Aurora where the median narrows. Dedicated left-turn lanes or a two-way left-turn lanes
(TWLTL) are provided, depending on the density of access points, from southwest of Aurora to Argosy
Parkway in Lawrenceburg. US 50 is a six-lane divided highway with dedicated left-turn lanes or a
TWLTL configuration from Argosy Parkway to SR-1/1-275, the end of the study corridor.

Although detailed geometric data for US 50 was unavailable for use in this document, field visits
suggest the horizontal and vertical curves along the study corridor generally conform to design
standards for this type of facility. Shoulder width is deficient, ranging from 4 to 6 feet in the rural portions
of the study corridor and from O to 4 feet in urban locations.

C. Existing Access Points

The number and spacing of access points along a highway has a direct impact on the road’s capacity
and safety. As access point density increases, crashes tend to increase and capacity decreases.
Access point density on US 50 varies significantly with the highest density occurring between SR 148
and Wilson Creek Road on the east side of Aurora. Table 1.04-1 shows the access point density on
US 50.

Access Point Density

Location (Accesses/Mile) Comments
County Highway 750 to County Line 14.7 Mostly Agricultural or Low Density Residential
Road ' Access
County Line Road to SR 262 96 Mostly Agricultural or Low Density Residential
' Access

SR 262 to Mount Tabor 279 Mostly Agricultural or Low Density Residential
Road/Hoffman Road ' Access
Mount Tabor Road/Hoffman Road to 275 Mostly Agricultural or Low Density Residential
Cole Lane/Gatch Hill Road ' Access
Cole Lane/Gatch Hill Road to Dutch 29.4 Mostly Agricultural or Low Density Residential
Hollow Road ' Access

59 Mostly Public Access Points (Local Streets)
Dutch Hollow Road to SR 350 '

38.0 Exclusively Commercial and Public Access
SR 350 to SR 148 (Local Streets)
SR 148 to Wilson Creek Road 53.3 75 percent are Commercial Accesses
Wilson Creek Road to SR 48 31.0 Almost Exclusively Commercial Accesses
SR 48 to Argosy Parkway 34.5 Almost Exclusively Commercial Accesses
Argosy Parkway to SR 1/1-275 22.1 75 percent are Commercial Accesses

Table 1.04-1 Access Point Density on US 50

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 1-5
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As indicated in Table 1.04-1, these direct access points on US 50 tend to serve lower-volume traffic
generators (agricultural and low-density residential land uses) on the west side of Dearborn County and
higher volume traffic generators (commercial land uses) on the east side.

D. Bridges

INDOT maintains an inventory of all bridges over 20 feet in length, which includes safety and
functionality information. The inventory includes the following data:

= Bridge Number: Number assigned to the structure in the Bridge Inspection Report.
» Facility Carried: The name of the road or highway that the bridge serves.

» Feature Intersected: The name of the water feature, valley, railroad, or road corridor that the
bridge spans.

= Deficiencies: Bridges can be determined to be Structurally Deficient (SD) or Functionally
Obsolete (FO).

» Sufficiency Rating: This number quantifies the need for replacement or repair and ranges
from 0 to 100. It is based on a bridge’s structural adequacy and safety, serviceability and
functionality, and its degree of public importance. Any bridge that is determined to be SD or
FO and carries a sufficiency rating below 50 is eligible for Federal Aid for replacement. Any
bridge that is determined to be SD or FO and carries a sufficiency rating above 50 but below
80 is eligible for Federal Aid for rehabilitation.

Table 1.04-2 shows the INDOT inventory data for US 50 bridges within the study limits.

Feature Facility Sufficiency Functionally Structurally
Bridge Number Intersected Carried Rating Obsolete Deficient
050-15-02169 CoXRRand2- o0, 78.7 No No
Local Streets
050-015-1232 | Wilson Creek US 50 70.0 No No
050-15-00210 | Tanners Creek US 50 42.2 Yes No

Source:  INDOT via SR 101 Corridor Improvement Feasibility Study: Existing Conditions Report by Bernardin,
Lochmueller & Associates, Inc.

Table 1.04-2 INDOT Inventory Data for US 50 Bridges Within the Study Limits

According to the data, the Tanners Creek Bridge in Lawrenceburg is FO and would qualify for
Federal Aid. The City of Lawrenceburg is currently investigating improvement alternatives for this
bridge and intends to locally fund the project.

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 1-6
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1.05 EXISTING CRASH RATES

The study team obtained crash data for the US 50 study corridor from 2003 through 2005. In rural
areas, crash rates are typically analyzed along corridors. They are expressed as the number of
crashes per 100 million vehicle miles. Corridor crash rates on US 50 from the Ripley County line to
Wilson Creek Road are shown in Table 1.05-1, listed from west to east. The portions of US 50
shown in bold indicate locations that experienced higher than average crash rates for this type of
facility.

Total Injury Fatal Total Injury = Fatal

Location Daily VMT Crashes @Crashes @ Crashes Rate Rate Rate
County Highway 750 to
County Line Road 14,250 10 1 0 64 6 0
County Line Road to SR 16,300 5 0 0 1 0 0
262
SR 262 to Mount Tabor
Road/Hoffman Road 30,050 29 ! 0 88 21 0
Mount Tabor
Road/Hoffman Road to
Cole Lane/Gatch Hill 21,850 20 5 0 84 21 0
Road
Cole Lane/Gatch Hill
Road to Dutch Hollow 12,200 29 7 0 217 52 0
Road
Dutch Hollow Road to
SR 350 22,350 50 9 0 204 37 0
SR 350 to SR 148 17,300 61 12 0 322 63 0
SR 148 to Wilson Creek 28.250 78 24 0 259 78 0
Road
Statewide Rates for
Rural Arterials, 1997-99 -- 11,190 2,828 118 187 47 1.96
Crash Rates per 100 Million Vehicle Miles
Crashes with Deer Excluded
Table 1.05-1 Corridor Crash Rates 2003 to 2005

In general, the rural portions of US 50 east of Cole Lane and through the City of Aurora
experienced overall and injury crash rates above the statewide average for Rural Principal Arterial
highways. The most common contributing factors to crashes on US 50 include an animal or object
in the road, following too closely, and failure to yield the right-of-way (R/W).
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In urban areas, crash rates are typically analyzed at intersections. They are expressed as the
number of crashes per one million vehicles entering the intersection. Intersection crash rates at
locations where traffic volume data was available and a significant number of crashes occurred
are shown in Table 1.05-2 listed from west to east. Note that crash data provided by INDOT for the
US 50/SR 1/1-275 intersection was from data collected from 2004 to 2006.

Daily
Entering Total Injury Fatal Total Injury Fatal

Location Vehicles | Crashes @ Crashes Crashes Rate Rate Rate
US 50 and
SR 48 46,500 48 13 0 0.94 0.26 0.00
US 50 and 46,000 13 2 0 0.26 0.04 0.00
Main Street
US 50 and 32,500 26 4 0 0.73 0.11 0.00
Front Street
US 50 and
Water Street 26,000 8 1 0 0.28 0.04 0.00
US 50 and
Arch Street 32,000 72 20 0 2.05 0.57 0.00
US 50 and
SR 1/1-275* 56,000 94 17 0 1.54 0.28 0.00
INDOT Thre_shold 200
for Intersections
Crash Rates per Million Vehicles Entering the intersection
* INDOT data for this intersection from 2004 to 2006
Table 1.05-2 Intersection Crash Rates 2003 to 2005

An intersection crash rate of 2.0 crashes per million vehicles entering is often established by
INDOT as the threshold above which safety improvements may be considered or investigated. The
only intersection analyzed that had a crash rate above this threshold from 2003 to 2005 data was
US 50 and Arch Street. This intersection also had the highest injury crash rate of those studied,
with an injury-producing crash occurring every 55 days on average. Rear-end crashes were the
most common type (51 percent) with right-angle crashes occurring second most often (18
percent).
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1.06 EXISTING TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Figure 1.06-1 shows the 2001 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) in Dearborn County on US 50.
The daily traffic ranged from less than 8,000 vpd near the Ripley County line to over 40,000 vpd
through downtown Lawrenceburg. Traffic volumes on US 50 in 2006 are likely to be 7 to 10
percent higher based on typical traffic growth trends.

2001 AADT 2031 AADT
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Figure 1.06-1 Dearborn County Annual Average Daily Traffic
Source: INDOT
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Traffic forecasts completed by INDOT predict annual growth of 1.4 percent for the corridor as a
whole. Travel demand modeling completed as part of this study confirms this growth rate. Actual
traffic growth will vary along the corridor depending on changes in adjacent and nearby land use
and regional travel patterns. Figure 1.06-1 also shows the forecasted traffic volumes along US 50
assuming 1.4 percent annual growth.

Commercial truck traffic is also a factor along the study corridor. The classification of US 50 as a
SMC, and as a rural principal arterial suggest that it is a key route for commercial vehicle travel.
Vehicle classification data from INDOT indicates that average daily truck traffic accounts for a
significant portion of total traffic along the corridor. On the west end of the study corridor, single
unit and tractor-trailer combinations make up 18 to 20 percent of total traffic. These percentages
tend to decrease from west to east along the corridor, with commercial truck traffic accounting for
10 to 13 percent of all traffic between Aurora and Lawrenceburg. Additionally, turning-movement
counts in Lawrenceburg indicate that trucks on US 50 represent from six to 13 percent of total
traffic during the AM peak hour and from two to four percent during the PM peak hour.
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1.07 EXISTING TRAFFIC OPERATIONS

Traffic operations were analyzed using two methodologies. First, for more rural portions of US 50
west of Lawrenceburg, overall corridor operations were analyzed using the Highway Capacity
Software (HCS) Multilane module. This method of analysis considers the highway cross section
(divided or undivided), lane width, lateral clearance, access point density, traffic volumes, type of
terrain (level, rolling, or mountainous), and vehicle classification (percent heavy vehicles and
percent recreational vehicles). The operational characteristics of highways are evaluated based
on a Level of Service (LOS). Along a rural multilane highway the LOS rating is based on average
travel speed and vehicle density (passenger cars per lane per mile). The LOS ratings range from
LOS A (ideal conditions) to LOS F (volume exceeds highway capacity). LOS A indicates that the
average vehicle travels at the highway’s ideal free-flow speed. LOS F indicates that traffic
volumes exceed the highway’s theoretical capacity and major delays and safety concerns can be
expected.

Within the Lawrenceburg-Greendale area, from the Tanners Creek Parkway to SR 1 intersections,
microsimulation was completed using Synchro/SimTraffic software. Microsimulation models
individual vehicles on a simulated network that represents existing or proposed street conditions.
Operations using this type of analysis are evaluated based on conditions at the intersections.
LOS is based on average delay in seconds per vehicle for traffic entering the intersection. LOS A
indicates that travelers will experience minimal average delay at an intersection (less than 10
seconds). LOS F indicates that the average delay is quite high (more than 50 seconds at an
unsignalized intersection and 80 seconds at a signalized intersection).

LOS E is often considered to be the limit of acceptable delay and LOS F indicates a facility on

which improvements are needed. Many communities and agencies establish LOS D as their
minimum acceptable condition.
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A. Existing Corridor Operations

Table 1.07-1 shows the results of the AM and PM corridor operations assessment of the
western portion of the study corridor. All locations operate at LOS C or better during the AM
and PM peak hours.

Direction
Eastbound Westbound
_ AM Peak PM Peak | AM Peak PM Peak

Location Hour Hour Hour Hour
County Highway 750 to County Line Road LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS A
County Line Road to SR 262 LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS A
SR 262 to Mount Tabor Road/Hoffman Road LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS A
Mount Tabor Road/Hoffman Road to
Cole Lane/Gatch Hill Road LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS A
Cole Lane/Gatch Hill Road to
Dutch Hollow Road LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS A
Dutch Hollow Road to SR 350 LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS A
SR 350 to SR 148 (Aurora) LOS B LOS B LOS A LOS B
SR 148 to Wilson Creek Road LOS C LOS B LOS A LOS C
Table 1.07-1 Existing Corridor LOS from HCS
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B. Existing Intersection Operations

Table 1.07-2 shows the results of the AM and PM intersection operations assessment for
the eastern segments of the corridor.

Intersection Operations
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall
Intersection LOS F Overall LOS F
Location Ops Movement(s) Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and Wilson EBL
Creek Road LOS A LOSD (from US 50)
US 50 and Wal-Mart LOS A LOS C
Entrance
US 50 and Tanners
Creek Parkway LOS B LoS C
US 50 and SR 48 LOS D LOS E EBL
SBL, SBR
EBL
US 50 and Main Street LOS B LOS D NBL, NBT
SBL
US 50 and Front LOS A LOS C NBL
Street
US 50 and Walnut NBL
Street LOS A LOS A SBL
US 50 and Arch Street LOS A LOS B EBT, WBT
US 50 and Argosy LOS B LOS C
Parkway
US 50 and Rudolph LOS A LOS A
Way
US 50 and Lorey Lane LOS A LOS B
EBL, EBT EBT, WBL, NBL
US 50 and SR 1/I-275 LOS D NBL, SBL LOS F SBL, SBT
Note: NBL = Northbound Left NBT = Northbound Through NBR = Northbound Right
SBL = Southbound Left SBT = Southbound Through SBR = Southbound Right
EBL = Eastbound Left EBT = Eastbound Through EBR = Eastbound Right
WBL = Westbound Left WBT = Westbound Through WBR = Westbound Right
Table 1.07-2 EXisting Intersection Operations from Synchro/SimTraffic
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Microsimulation modeling suggests, and field observation confirms, that significant
congestion exists today along the US 50 corridor at the Wilson Creek Road intersection
and particularly within Lawrenceburg during periods of high traffic. While concerns during
the AM peak-hour are relatively minimal, PM peak hour traffic volumes result in significant
gueuing and delays for eastbound and westbound travelers. Field observation indicates
that queuing on a typical weekday afternoon can block intersections, and signal cycle
failures are common for westbound traffic through downtown Lawrenceburg. Figure 1.07-1
shows heavy queuing on a Tuesday afternoon in late January 2006.

US 50 and Main Street Looking West-Westbound US 50 Rolling Queue from the SR 48
Intersection Downstream Reaching the Main Street Intersection.

i’

US 50 and Main Street looking East—-Westbound US 50 Rolling Queue Reaching the Front
Street Intersection Upstream.

Figure 1.07-1 Weekday Afternoon Field Observations
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2.01 PURPOSE

INDOT has evaluated the state highway system relative to levels of passenger vehicular traffic as well
as freight movement. Creating efficient connectors between major population and industrial areas
within the state and across its borders is necessary to encourage economic growth and fiscal health for
Indiana. As part of the evaluation, INDOT has developed classifications of the state highway system to
prioritize the needs and importance of each corridor. A three-tiered structure has been developed
based on levels of use and connectivity. SMCs are at the apex of the structure. These corridors are
identified as being able to provide high-speed, safe, free-flowing arterial connections between
metropolitan areas within the state and to surrounding states. They are also major freight movers and
part of the State’s goal to connect all areas with populations of 25,000 or more. SMCs should offer
upper level design standards, carry longer distance commuter traffic effectively, and bypass congested
areas.

US 50 has been designated as an SMC by INDOT. The purpose of this study is to evaluate that portion
of US 50 from SR 262 in Dillsboro to the SR 1/Belleview Avenue Intersection in Dearborn County in
terms of the ideal characteristics of an SMC as determined by INDOT to identify those portions of the
corridor that fail to meet the mobility corridor guidelines, and to identify potential transportation projects
to improve poorly functioning elements of the corridor.

2.02 BACKGROUND

Dearborn County is primarily rural; however, the eastern portion of the county in the
Aurora/Greendale/Lawrenceburg area exhibits urban characteristics. Single passenger vehicular travel
to work is the dominant method of commuting. Public transit is basically nonexistent; there is no
passenger rail service or any public use airports within the County limits. Dearborn County residents
rely almost exclusively on automobile travel, elevating the need for current roadways to provide
adequate levels of service. The County’s accessibility to the Greater Cincinnati area continues to fuel
the urbanization of the eastern portion of the corridor area, raising the level of commuter traffic. Tourist
traffic also continues to grow with the success of the nearby Argosy Casino as well as Perfect North
Slopes. This study will identify corridor needs and identify and evaluate alternatives to meet those
needs.
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2.03 NEED

One of the mandates of INDOT’s Statewide Long Range Multimodal Transportation Plan is to maintain
existing facilities and service, which includes appropriate expansion of capacity to ensure the effective
transportation of people, goods and freight. Safety and the acknowledgement that an effective
transportation system is an integral part of the economic security of the State are also key elements.

The need for the project will be divided into four categories including (1) congestion, (2) safety, (3)
Tanners Creek crossing, and (4) US 50's role as an SMC. For ease of presentation the Corridor is
divided into four segments:

= Segment 1-Dillsboro to Aurora (SR 262 to SR 148)

= Segment 2—Aurora to Lawrenceburg (SR 148 to SR 48)
= Segment 3-Lawrenceburg (SR 48 to Arch Street)

= Segment 4—Greendale (Arch Street to | 275)

A. Congestion

Highways and intersections are typically evaluated in terms of vehicular traffic operations based on the
LOS. The LOS ratings range from A, indicating free flowing conditions with little or no congestion, to F,
which signifies failure of the transportation facility. LOS D is often considered the threshold of
acceptable operations, with LOS E and LOS F representing unacceptable conditions.

Existing conditions analysis shows that Segment 1 functions adequately. Traffic moves smoothly and
the roadway generally appears to conform to design standards for a Rural Arterial classification. The
westernmost section of Segment 1 serves mostly agricultural or low-density residential areas,
becoming more commercialized as the corridor reaches Aurora. Forecasted traffic levels for 2030
indicate that Segment 1 should continue to operate with little or no congestion through both the AM and
PM peak hours.

Segment 2 also currently functions adequately. The most congested location within Segment 2 is the
SR 148 to Wilson Creek Road area. The existing LOS for this section during the PM peak hour is LOS
C. Analysis using 2030 traffic volume forecasts predicts operations in this section to decrease to LOS
D.

Segment 3, from SR 48 to Arch Street, experiences significant congestion at the US 50 and SR 48
intersection during the existing AM peak hour, while other locations function adequately. The existing
PM peak hour sees more congestion at all locations and significant friction for turning movements
across the highway. The US 50/SR 48 intersection currently operates at LOS E overall. Forecasted
traffic volumes will create overall failure of the SR 48 and Main Street intersections during the PM peak
hour in 2030. Queuing will also become a serious concern causing intersection blockage and impairing
corridor safety. This intersection is currently being relocated west of the existing intersection as part of
a separate project for realignment of US 48. The expected construction completion date for the new
intersection is June 2007.
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Segment 4 currently operates adequately with the exception of the US 50/SR 1/1-275 (Belleview Road)
intersection. This intersection operates at LOS F overall during the PM peak hour. Vehicles making
turns at this intersection experience long queues and traffic signal cycle failure (waiting through more
than one signal cycle before getting through the intersection). Future traffic levels should be able to
function adequately across Segment 4, except for the US 50/SR 1/I-275 intersection, which will
experience extreme delays and queuing because of congestion.

B. Safety

The westernmost section of Segment 1 experiences no major safety issues. However, crash data
shows that total accident rates rise above the statewide average while moving east from Coles Lane in
Segment 1 to Wilson Creek Road in Segment 2. The injury crash rates are also above the statewide
average throughout much of the Segment 2 portion of US 50.

Segment 3, which contains the urbanized area of Lawrenceburg from SR 48 to Arch Street, had
intersection crash rates below the state threshold for considering safety improvements. The US 50 and
SR 48 intersection had the greatest number of both total crashes and injury crashes.

Segment 4 has one intersection with an overall crash rate that warrants attention. The US 50/Arch
Street intersection currently experiences 2.05 crashes per million vehicles entering the intersection.
INDOT typically considers a rate above 2.0 as the threshold above which safety improvements should
be considered. No crash data was available for the US 50/SR 1/Bellville Road intersection, so it is
unknown if this intersection also poses a safety risk for the corridor. Although the total and injury crash
rates are higher than average along some portions of US 50, there were no fatalities along the study
corridor from 2003 through 2005.

C. Tanners Creek Bridge

Tanners Creek Bridge is located on the west side of Lawrenceburg. It has received a sufficiency rating
of less than 50, classifying it as functionally obsolete. The bridge is eligible for federal funding for
replacement. The bridge provides the only major crossing over Tanners Creek for the county. The lack
of alternative routes hinders the response times of emergency vehicles. A major accident or
construction on or near the bridge could severely limit mobility for all travelers on US 50 and would be a
major concern for emergency responders. The City of Lawrenceburg has significant concerns regarding
safety and alternate routes if the bridge is out of service and is currently reviewing options to replace
the structure or provide an additional crossing.

To fulfill the mandate to provide a safe and effective transportation system, various alternative solutions
to alleviate congestion, improve safety, and provide system redundancy by constructing a parallel
crossing over Tanners Creek are being examined through a study being conducted by ASP. A
preliminary analysis of alternatives and a proposed alignment for the crossing have been
developed. INDOT is currently reviewing this study and the impact that the proposed project would
have on US 50 operations and mobility.
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It is important to recognize that operations and travel demand modeling of proposed alternatives for this
study presume that the new Tanners Creek Bridge project is committed to be built. Alternatives
proposed in this study would require revision to include an additional crossing over Tanners Creek if
this project does not advance to construction.

D. Role as Statewide Mobility Corridor

US 50 is an SMC, demonstrating its significance to vehicular and commercial truck movement
through the State. The westernmost section of the US 50 Corridor from Dillsboro to Aurora
appears to function adequately in regard to traffic operations. Future vehicular volume forecasts
do not indicate a significant level of congestion in the Dillsboro area. However, safety issues are
currently evident in several segments of the Corridor as expressed by the higher than average
crash data in Segments 1, 2, and 4; future conditions are expected to worsen. Existing volume-to-
capacity ratios present strong evidence that the eastern section of the US 50 Corridor cannot
provide high speed, free-flowing conditions, efficiently service the large volume of through traffic,
or provide adequately for heavy commercial traffic flow.

Forecasts of future traffic volumes indicate even greater periods of congestion and a further
reduction in the ability of this section of US 50 to provide adequate mobility between neighboring
urban communities. The only major crossing of Tanners Creek is functionally obsolete, and the
local population has expressed a desire to provide an additional crossing to address both
congestion and the lack of system redundancy. This study recommends additional capacity across
Tanners Creek.
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3.01 OVERVIEW

After establishing Purpose and Need, project alternatives were developed to address the safety,
congestion and SMC needs. Alternatives were suggested through coordination with a Community
Advisory Committee (CAC), Public Involvement (Pl) Meeting input, and through scoping
discussions with INDOT and FHWA. The alternatives can generally be grouped in three
conceptual categories:

= No-Build
The proposal to do nothing within the corridor was evaluated for merit. These
alternatives presume that no additional actions will be taken, aside from existing
committed projects on the state or local roadway systems.

= Short-term Improvements
Short-term improvements include modifications such as elimination or restriction of turn
lanes, signal changes, and other access and traffic management controls.

= Long-term Improvements
These alternatives include new bypass routes, one-way pairs, on-alignment capacity
expansions, and major intersection improvements.

Operations modeling using Synchro/SimTraffic was used to provide future corridor operations
assessment on US 50 using forecasted 2030 traffic and the existing transportation corridor. Similar
modeling was also used to evaluate overall intersection operations and individual movements
within each major intersection. Forecasted traffic volumes used in Synchro modeling were based
on traffic projections provided by INDOT and confirmed with travel demand modeling of the US 50
corridor. Travel demand modeling completed by Wilbur Smith Associates was also used to
evaluate select project alternatives.

Alternatives were each evaluated against the purpose and need of the project along with other
considerations. Other methods to evaluate alternatives included CAC and Pl meetings, state and
federal agency comments, R/W requirements, cost, and preliminary evaluation of potential impacts
to wetlands, historical sites, and possible hazardous waste sites. Tables summarizing these
impacts follow.

A summary of purpose and need measures is provided in Table 3.01-1. Table 3.01-2 provides a
summary of R/W requirements, estimated number of disturbed structures, wetland impacts,
historic impacts, and estimated costs. The results of projected corridor operations are provided in
Tables 3.01-3 and 3.01-4. These results will be discussed in greater detail within each segment
alternatives discussion.
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Alternative Segment | Congestion Safety Tanners Mobility
Creek Corridor
Bridge
Altern.atlve 1—Qn-AI|gnment 2030 LOS - | Improves Arch Enhances
Capacity Expansion in Downtown 3 N/A .
Acceptable Street Corridor
Lawrenceburg
TSM Concept 2—No Left Turns 2030 LOS - Intersection Minor
Allowed in Downtown 3 Not IMDrovements N/A Imorovement
Lawrenceburg During Peak Periods Acceptable P P
TSM Concept 3—Reversible Lanes 2030 LOS - No Minor
in Downtown Lawrenceburg 3 Not N/A
Improvements Improvement
Acceptable
Alternative 4-One-Way Pair 3 2030 LOS - | Improves Arch N/A Enhances
(South) Acceptable Street Corridor
Alternative 5-One-Way Pair 3 2030 LOS - | Improves Arch N/A Enhances
(Near North) Acceptable Street Corridor
Alternative 6-One-Way Pair (Mid 3 2030 LOS - | Improves Arch N/A Enhances
North) Acceptable Street Corridor
Alternative 7-One-Way Pair (Far 2030 LOS - | Improves Arch Enhances
3 N/A .
North) Acceptable Street Corridor
Alternative 8-SR 1 to SR 48 2030 LOS - Minor Minor
Connector (Nowlin Avenue) 3 Not Improvement N/A
Improvement
Acceptable to Arch Street
Alternative 9-SR 1 to SR 48 2030 LOS - Minor Minor
Connector (Indiana Glass) 3 Not Improvement N/A Imorovement
Acceptable to Arch Street P
Alternative 10—New Ohio River 3 2030 LOS - | Improves Arch N/A Enhances
Bridge (US 50 to KY 20) Acceptable Street Corridor
TSM Concept 11-Eliminate Left Improves SR
Turn Lanes Except at Major 350 to SR
In_tersect|_0ns anq Replace TWLTL 2030 LOS - . 148, Enhances
with Barrier Median 2 Eliminates N/A .
Acceptable Corridor
Non-
Signalized Left
Turns
Wilson Creek Road Intersection 5 2030 LOS - N/A N/A Minor
Acceptable Improvement
Wal-Mart Entrance 5 2030 LOS - N/A N/A Minor
Acceptable Improvement
I-275 Intersection 4 2030 LOS - N/A N/A Minor
Acceptable Improvement

Table 3.01-1 Summary of Purpose and Need Measures
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Alternative Segment | New No. Bldg. Wetland Historic Cost ($)
R/W Disturbed Disturbed Structures/ Millions
Area (acres) Districts
Alternative 1-On-Alignment .
10-15 Sites
Capacity Expansion in 3 4.0 10to 15 0.0 . S.I / 20
2 Districts
Downtown Lawrenceburg
TSM Concept 2—No Left Turns
Allowed in Downtown 0 Sites/
Lawrenceburg During Peak 3 0.0 0 0.0 0 Districts* 0.4
Periods
TSM Concept 3—Reversible .
Lanes in Downtown 3 1.2 510 10 0.0 0 .Slte.S/ 2.4
0 Districts
Lawrenceburg
Alternative 4-One-Way Pair 20-30 Sites/
(South) 3 20.0 30 to 40 3.0 5 Districts 45
Alternative 5-One-Way Pair 20-25 Sites/
(Near North) 3 1.5 4-5 0.3 2 Districts 24
Alternative 6—-One-Way Pair 20-25 Sites/
(Mid North) 3 62 | Stolo 0.0 2 Districts 25
Alternative 7-One-Way Pair 20-30 Sites/
(Far North) 3 16.5 351040 1.2 2 Districts ar
Alternative 8-SR 1 to SR 48 1-3 Sites/
Connector (Nowlin Avenue) 3 0 5t 10 0.6 0 Districts 37
Alternative 9-SR 1 to SR 48 1-3 Sites/
Connector (Indiana Glass) 3 1 St 10 0.6 0 Districts 36
Alt tive 10-N Ohi Unknown
ernative 10—-New Ohio .
River Bridge (US 50 to KY 20) 3 120 4510 50 8.0 Slj[es./ 750
1 District
TSM Concept 11-Eliminate
Left-Turn Lanes Except at .
Major Intersections and 2 0.0 0 0.0 20D.S|f[e.s{[ 5.0
Replace TWLTL with Barrier IStricts
Median
Wilson Creek Road 0 Sites/
Intersection 2 25 0 0.3 0 Districts 8.4
Wal-Mart Entrance 2 2.0 0 0.0 0 .Slte.S/ 6.7
0 Districts
I-275 Intersection 4 4.0 2-3 0.0 0 .Slte.S/ 28
0 Districts

* There will likely be secondary impacts to two Historic Districts

Table 3.01-2 Summary of Environmental and Cultural Considerations
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Direction
Eastbound Westbound
AM Peak @ PM Peak @AM Peak @ PM Peak

Location Hour Hour Hour Hour
County Highway 750 to County Line Road LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS A
County Line Road to SR 262 LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS A
SR 262 to Mount Tabor Road/Hoffman Road LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS A
Mount Tabor Road/ Hoffman Road to Cole
Lane/Gatch Hill Road LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS A
Cole Lane/Gatch Hill Road to Dutch Hollow Road LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS B
Dutch Hollow Road to SR 350 LOS A LOS A LOS A LOS B
SR 350 to SR 148 (Aurora) LOS C LOS B LOS B LOS C
SR 148 to Wilson Creek Road LOS C LOS C LOS B LOS D

Table 3.01-3 Future (2030) No-Build Corridor LOS from Highway Capacity Software

Intersection Operations
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
OveraI_I LOS E OveraI_I LOS E
Intersection Intersection
. ; Movement(s) ) Movement(s)
Location Operations Operations
US 50 and Wilson
Creek Road LOS A LOSF EBL, EBT
US 50 and Wal-Mart EBL, WBL, WBT,
Entrance LOS A LOSF WBR
US 50 and Tanners
Creek Parkway LOS € LOSD
EBT, EBL, WBT,
US 50 and SR 48 LOS E EBL LOSF WBR, SBL
EBL, NBL, NBT,
US 50 and Main Street LOS A LOSF NBR, SBL, SBT,
SBR
WBL, NBL, NBT,
US 50 and Front Street LOS A LOS E NBR, SBL, SBT,
SBR
US 50 and Walnut LOS B LOS B NBL, SBL
Street
US 50 and Arch Street LOS B LOS B EBL, WBL
US 50 and Argosy LOS C NBL LOS C
Parkway
US 50 and Rudolph LOS B LOS A
Way
US 50 and Lorey Lane LOS B LOS B

Table 3.01-4 Future (2030) No-Build Intersection Operations from Synchro/Sim Traffic
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3.02 SEGMENT 1-DILLSBORO TO AURORA (SR 262 TO SR 148)

This westernmost segment encompasses a length of 9.4 miles from SR 262 on the west end to SR
148 on the east end.

Existing conditions analysis shows that Segment 1 functions adequately. Traffic moves smoothly and
the roadway generally appears to conform to design standards for a Rural Arterial classification.

The westernmost section of Segment 1 serves mostly agricultural or low-density residential areas,
becoming more commercialized as the corridor reaches Aurora.

Operations modeling using HCS was used to provide corridor operations assessment on western
US 50 using forecasted 2030 traffic and the existing transportation corridor. Forecasted volumes
were based on traffic projections provided by INDOT and confirmed with travel demand modeling
of the US 50 corridor.

Forecasted traffic levels for 2030 indicate that Segment 1 should continue to operate with little or no
congestion through both the AM and PM peak hours. Table 3.01-3 provides operations modeling
results for the western corridor of US 50. Based on current and projected acceptable LOS and lack
of safety concerns in this predominantly rural section of the project, no purely construction
alternatives are being advanced for this segment.

Access management solutions are recommended for short- and long-term improvements for this
segment. Such improvements are expected to improve safety and thus, satisfy purpose and need.
Such management solutions

were investigated by the
recent Gateway Study
prepared for OKI and
Dearborn County by ME
Companies. The specific
purpose of the Gateway
Study was to evaluate land
use and access control along
the US 50 corridor. Many of
the recommendations from this
companion study will be able to
be implemented as short- and
long-term solutions to
congestion, as well as lowering
the existing crash rates at
various locations across the
corridor. This is especially true
of Segment 1, which does not

appear to warrant a significant
Figure 3.02-1 Segment 1-Dillsboro to Aurora construction alternative.
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3.03 SEGMENT 2-AURORA TO LAWRENCEBURG (SR 148 TO SR 48)

Segment 2, defined by the intersection of US 50 with SR 148 on the west end to SR 48 on the
east end, includes a total of 3.0 miles and is shown in Figure 3.03. As discussed in the Purpose
and Need Section of this report, this segment currently functions adequately. The most congested
location within Segment 2 is the SR 148 to Wilson Creek Road area. The existing LOS for this section
during the PM peak hour is LOS C. Analysis using 2030 traffic volume forecasts predicts operations in
this section to decrease to LOS D.

The forecasted LOS warrants consideration of improvements within this section. The following
improvements are proposed:

Figure 3.03-1 Segment 2—Aurora to Lawrenceburg
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A.

No-Build Alternative

As shown in Tables 3.01-3 and 3.01-4, the 2030 projected LOS for the section of US 50
from SR 148 to Wilson Creek Road diminishes to LOS D, presuming no improvements are
completed. Additionally, the US 50 and Wilson Creek Road, US 50 and Wal-Mart Entrance,
and US 50 and SR 48 intersections all experience movements with LOS F, while overall
intersection operations will experience a LOS of F. Since these levels of service are not
acceptable and purpose and need are not met, the “No-Build” alternative for this segment is
not considered an option.

Short-Term Improvement

Transportation System Management (TSM) Concept 11-Eliminate Left-Turn Lanes Except
at Major Intersections and Replace TWLTL with Barrier Median

This management solution covers a length of 2.5 miles from SR 350 to SR 48. The
proposed improvement would eliminate left-turn lanes except at major intersections. Also
suggested is a replacement of TWLTL with a barrier median. This solution provides
encouragement of future access management solutions, such as combining existing access
points wherever possible, encouraging new developments to access existing intersecting
roads, and connecting existing frontage roads. The total cost of this project is $5.0 million
(2017). No additional R/W would be required, and no environmental impacts are anticipated
as a result of this alternative.

Since this eliminates non signalized left turns in the corridor, engineering judgment
suggests this will provide an acceptable level of service and will improve safety within this
section. This serves to enhance the Statewide Mobility Corridor and thus, satisfies purpose
and need. TSM Concept 11 is recommended for further evaluation.

Long-Term Improvements

1. Intersection Improvement—-US 50 at Wilson Creek Road

This alternative was proposed at an early CAC meeting. This project will provide additional
capacity and improve the LOS at the intersection to an acceptable level as indicated in
Table 3.03-1.

The proposed improvement includes dual left-turn lanes from Wilson Creek Road and US
50. The length of the project is 1500 feet on US 50 and 700 feet on Wilson Creek Road.
Impacts for the project include the need for an additional 2.5 acres of R/W, including
disturbance of 0.3 acres of wetland, and elimination of approximately 30 parking spaces.
The total cost of this project is $8.4 million (2017).

As indicated in Table 3.01-4, barring improvement, this intersection is projected to experience
overall failure by 2030. Since the PM Peak LOS of the intersection will be improved by this
project from LOS F to LOS D (Table 3.03-1), this project is recommended for further evaluation.

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 3-7
bar\S:\@SIECO0\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Env\EA Report\Report\S-3.doc\100107



Indiana Department of Transportation
US 50 Environmental Assessment/Corridor Study Section 3—Alternatives Presentation and Screening

Figure 3.03-2 Intersection Improvement at US 50 and Wilson Creek Road

Intersection Operations

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall LOS D Overall LOS D
Location Intersection Ops Movement(s) | Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and Wilson NBL
Creek Road LOS B LOS D SBT
EBL, EBR

Note: NBL = Northbound Left SBT = Southbound Through
EBL = Eastbound Left EBR = Eastbound Right

Table 3.03-1 2030 Wilson Creek Road Improved Intersection Operations from Synchro
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2. Intersection Improvement-US 50 at Wal-Mart Entrance

This intersection improvement was also proposed at an early CAC meeting. This project
will provide additional capacity at the intersection and will improve the 2030 PM Peak LOS
at the intersection from LOS F to LOS C, as shown in Tables 3.01-4 and 3.03-2.

The proposed improvement includes dual left-turn lanes from Wal-Mart and US 50
eastbound and exclusive right turns from US 50 westbound. North- and southbound
through movements will also be eliminated, which will simplify signal phasing. This project
will have significant business impacts to one or both sides of US 50 and will require
approximately 2.0 acres of new R/W. No wetland impacts are expected for this proposed
project. The construction cost of this project is $6.7 million (2017 dollars).

Because of the failure in LOS by 2030, the need for improvement of this intersection is
demonstrated. As the proposed improvements will provide acceptable LOS, this project is
recommended for further evaluation.

Figure 3.03-3 Intersection Improvement at US 50 and Wal-Mart Entrance
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Intersection Operations

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

SBL = Southbound Left
WBL = Westbound Left

NBL = Northbound Left
EBL = Eastbound Left

Note:

Overall LOS D Overall LOS D
Location Intersection Ops Movement(s) Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and Wal-Mart NBL
Entrance SBL, SBR
LOS A LOS C EBL
WBL, WBT

SBR = Southbound Right
WBT = Westbound Through

Table 3.03-2 2030 Wal-Mart Entrance Improved Intersection Operations from Synchro
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3.04 SEGMENT 3-LAWRENCEBURG (SR 48 to ARCH STREET)

This segment, which passes through downtown Lawrenceburg, covers a length of 1.0 mile from
SR 48 on the west to Arch Street on the east.

Segment 3 experiences significant congestion at the US 50/SR 48 intersection during the existing AM
peak hour, while other locations function adequately. The existing PM peak hour sees more congestion
at all locations and significant friction for turning movements across the highway. The US 50/SR 48
intersection currently operates at LOS E overall. Forecasted traffic volumes will create overall failure of
the SR 48 and Main Street intersections during the PM peak hour in 2030, while the Front Street
intersection will operate at LOS E. Queuing will also become a serious concern causing intersection
blockage and impairing corridor safety. The SR 48 intersection is currently being relocated and
constructed west of the existing intersection. This project will be completed by June 2007.

As this segment poses the most significant current and future concern for LOS and safety, numerous
alternatives were investigated during this study.

Figure 3.04-1 Segment 3—Lawrenceburg

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 3-11
bar\S:\@SIECO0\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Env\EA Report\Report\S-3.doc\100107



Indiana Department of Transportation
US 50 Environmental Assessment/Corridor Study Section 3—Alternatives Presentation and Screening

A.

Short-Term Improvements

1. TSM Concept 2—No Left-Turns Allowed in Downtown Lawrenceburg During Peak
Periods

This TSM concept creates two-phase signhals and increases capacity through
Lawrenceburg. Since left turns will be prohibited, vehicles would be required to turn right
and circle the block to reach an intended destination.

This solution, although providing short-term improvement, is not expected to be sufficient to
improve long-term operations to LOS D or better. Minimal impacts on US 50 are expected,
but secondary impacts to other local streets and local businesses may be significant. The
total cost of this project is estimated at $400,000 (yr 2008 dollars)

This project is recommended for further evaluation as a short-term solution to congestion
for downtown Lawrenceburg because of the ability to complete the project in a short
timeframe and the low cost and minimal impacts of the alternative. Ultimately, however,
long-term solutions must also be considered.

2. TSM Concept 3—Reversible Lanes in Downtown Lawrenceburg

This TSM concept provides for three lanes in the peak direction and two lanes in the
opposite direction, with left turns prohibited during peak hours. During off-peak hours, a
TWLTL will be utilized, with two lanes operating in each direction.

Minimal impacts are expected through this solution; approximately 1.2 acres of new R/W
will be required and 5 to 10 relocations may be necessary. The total construction cost is
estimated at $2.4 million (yr 2017 dollars).

Operations analysis indicates this alternative will not achieve acceptable 2030 LOS,
particularly if the reversible lanes are not able to achieve their theoretical capacity, which
has been observed by INDOT and OKI. This alternative, therefore, does not satisfy purpose
and need and is not recommended for further evaluation.
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B.

Long-Term Improvements

1. Alternative 1-On-Alignment Capacity Expansion (from four to six lanes) in Downtown
Lawrenceburg

This solution requires three through lanes plus dual left-turn lanes and exclusive right-turn
lanes at major intersections in the City of Lawrenceburg. The proposal addresses
congestion through Lawrenceburg and improves the LOS to an acceptable level. Projected
2030 LOS for intersections in this portion of US 50 for Alternative 1 are provided in Table
3.04-1.

Alternative 1 will have major business impacts on the north side of US 50 and will require
approximately 4.0 acres of new R/W. This alternative is expected to require 10 to 15
relocations and impact a minimum of ten historic structures in two historic districts. The
total construction cost of this alternative is estimated at $20 million (yr 2017 dollars).

Figure 3.04-2 Alternative 1
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The safety need for this project is satisfied by improvements to the Arch Street Intersection.
Congestion and corridor improvements also satisfy need. Although historical site impacts are
expected along with other building relocations, this project satisfies purpose and need for
improvement of the corridor, and proposed improvements along the existing alignment make
this a viable alternative for improvement of US 50. Alternative 1 is recommended for further

evaluation.
Intersection Operations
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall LOS D Overall LOS D
Location Intersection Ops Movement(s) Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and
Main Street LOS B LOS A
US 50 and NBL NBL, NBT
Front Street LOS B SBL LOS D SBL
EBT
US 50 and NBL NBL
Walnut Street LOS A SBL LOS A SBL
US 50 and SBL
Arch Street LOS A WBL LOS A EBL
WBL
US 50 and NBL NBL
Argosy Parkway SBL SBL
LOS B EBL LOS B EBL
WBL WBL
Note: NBL = Northbound Left NBT = Northbound Through NBR = Northbound Right
SBL = Southbound Left SBT = Southbound Through SBR = Southbound Right
EBL = Eastbound Left EBT = Eastbound Through EBR = Eastbound Right
WBL = Westbound Left WBT = Westbound Through WBR = Westbound Right
Table 3.04-1 2030 Alternative 1 Intersection Operations from Synchro
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2. Alternative 4—One-Way Pair (South)

This Alternative proposes a one-way pair to the south of US 50 through Lawrenceburg that
provides three-lane one-way streets with short turn lanes at intersections. The alternative
improves the LOS to an acceptable level.

Significant impacts will be experienced with this option because of extensive new roadway and
local street reconfigurations. Historic district impacts are also significant. This solution will
require approximately 20 acres of new R/W, including 3 acres of wetlands, and 30 to 40
relocations. The total construction cost is estimated at $45 million (yr 2017 dollars).

This project improves LOS in the corridor and satisfies project needs. However, because of
significant impacts, including R/W requirements, historic site impacts, and excessive cost, this
alternative is not recommended for further evaluation.

Figure 3.04-3 Alternative 4
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3. Alternative 5—One-Way Pair (Near North)

This alternative proposes a one-way pair to the near north of US 50 through Lawrenceburg that
provides three-lane one-way streets with short turn lanes at intersections. It also includes
expansion of US 50 from four to six lanes from the one-way split to Argosy Parkway. The
alternative improves the 2030 LOS to an acceptable level.

This option covers a total length of 1.1 miles and requires new roadway construction and local
street reconfiguration. It is expected to require 1.5 acres of new R/W, including 0.3 acres of
wetlands. Alternative 5 will also require four to five relocations and, if constructed today, would
impact a minimum of twenty structures listed as notable, outstanding, or contributing in the
Dearborn County Interim Report. Impacts to historic structures should be considerably less for
this project, presuming the proposed additional bridge over Tanners Creek is constructed prior
to this project. The total construction cost is estimated at $24 million (yr 2017 dollars).

A summary of overall intersection operations and specific movements of LOS D from Synchro
modeling for this alternative follows in Table 3.04-2. As shown, overall intersection operations
for major intersections in this segment are at a sufficient level to demonstrate this project
satisfies purpose and need.

Krenpébu?gf
toric Digtrici

Figure 3.04-4 Alternative 5
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Intersection Operations
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall LOS D Overall LOS D
Location Intersection Ops Movement(s) Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and
Main Street LOS B LOS €
Main Street and
Fourth Street LOS A LOS B
US 50 and
Front Street LOS A LOS B
Front Street and
Fourth Street LOS B LOSB
US 50 and
Walnut Street LOS A LOS A
US 50 and
Arch Street LOS A LOS A
US 50 and NBL, SBL NBL, SBL
LOS B ' LOS B ’
Argosy Parkway EBL, WBL EBL, WBL
Note: NBL = Northbound Left NBT = Northbound Through NBR = Northbound Right
SBL = Southbound Left SBT = Southbound Through SBR = Southbound Right
EBL = Eastbound Left EBT = Eastbound Through EBR = Eastbound Right
WBL = Westbound Left WBT = Westbound Through WBR = Westbound Right
Table 3.04-2 2030 Alternative 5 Intersection Operations from Synchro

Travel Demand Modeling performed by Wilbur Smith Associates was also used to evaluate this
alternative. The purpose of the modeling was to forecast future US 50 travel, estimate the
effects of future development impacts on Dearborn County’s arterial/major collector roadway
network, and evaluate select alternatives developed to address congestion with the corridor.
The full report from Wilbur Smith is included in this report as Appendix A. A summary of the
results is provided in this section.

To evaluate Alternative 5, a number of capacity assumptions were made for the alignment, and
these are analyzed using scenarios 5a, 5b, and 5c:

Scenario 5a is a conservative analysis, which assumes that despite the addition of a lane in
each direction, operational considerations allow only a modest improvement in capacity, from
2,320 to 2,700 vph per direction, only on the one-way links.

Scenario 5b assumes a design more successful in improving capacity, with final capacities of
3,500 vph per direction. As with Scenario 5a, only the newly coded one-way links are affected.
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Scenario 5c represents a very aggressive campaign to improve capacity through downtown
Lawrenceburg as well as Greendale. Capacities on the one-way couplet links are improved to
5,000 vph per direction. In addition, the segments of US 50 between the one-way couplet and
the 1-275 ramps (e.g., the sections through Greendale) are improved from a capacity of 2,320 to
3,500 vph per direction. Finally, capacity on the easternmost segment of SR 1, between Ridge
Avenue and US 50-a consistent bottleneck in scenarios where it is unaltered—is improved from
1,350 to 2,700 vph/dir.

It should be stressed that, in the basic subnetwork used for this project, the Tanners Creek
Bridge is a singular connection between two sets of the submodel’'s TAZs. All trips wishing to
pass from one side of the subarea to the other must use this link; there is no alternative route.
Additionally, the analysis methodology involves assigning predetermined trip tables to
alternative networks and excludes trip generation and distribution. As a result, any scenario that
adds capacity but no new alignment, such as Alternative 5, will not show any changes in volume
on the Tanners Creek Bridge, and volume changes on other parts of the US 50 corridor
represent a shift to or from other routes. The Tanners Creek Bridge link volumes will be the
same in the scenario output as in the base, and the sum of cordon volumes on US 50 and
parallel links will also remain constant.

The Alternative 5 scenarios are nonetheless useful to show the effect that improvements in
capacity have on travel time and congested speeds. Table 3.04-3 shows improvements in
travel time and speed on US 50 between the intersection with Old US 50 to the west and the
SR-1/1-275 interchange to the northeast.

Scenario 5a, Modest Capacity Increase: If the Scenario 5a improvements had been in place in
the year 2000, they would have had only a minor impact, improving travel time and speed by
only five percent westbound (WB) and one percent eastbound (EB). However, by the year
2030, the model predicts that without any improvements, average congested speeds will fall by
more than half, and travel times will more than double. With the Scenario 5a improvements in
place in 2030, travel times are 24 percent lower and average speed 33 percent higher than
without them, though congestion is still markedly higher than in the 2000 scenario.

During the AM and PM peak periods, the benefits of the Scenario 5a improvements are more
pronounced in the peak directions. During the AM peak, the improvements deliver a 38 percent
improvement in travel time and 62 percent improvement in average speed in the eastbound
lanes of the Lawrenceburg/Greendale segment of US 50. During the PM peak, the travel time
and speed improvements in the westbound direction are 29 percent and 43 percent,
respectively.

Scenario 5b, Intermediate Capacity Increase: With the Scenario 5b improvements in place,
travel time and speed in the year 2000 would have been about 6 percent better westbound and
4 percent better eastbound. With the Scenario 5b improvements in place in 2030, travel times
are 35 percent lower and average speed 53 percent higher than without them. Congestion is
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considerably higher than in the 2000 scenario. During the peak periods, the benefits are again
more pronounced in the peak directions, with 47 percent and 89 percent improvements in travel
time and average speed, respectively, in the eastbound direction in the morning, and 41 percent
and 72 percent improvements westbound in the afternoon.

Scenario _5c¢, Aqgressive Capacity Increases: The Scenario 5c¢ improvements lead to
improvements in travel time and speed that are significantly higher than the other scenarios.
Even in the year 2000, time and speed would have been improved by about 10 percent in both
directions. In 2030, travel times in Scenario 5c¢ are 55 to 60 percent lower and average speeds
120 to 155 percent higher than in the corresponding Do-Nothing scenario. Congestion in 2030
is only slightly worse than in the 2000 scenario and is in fact better than current conditions.
During the peak periods, capacity is high enough to accommodate the peak direction traffic
without significant impact on highway performance.

N1 -275
Ramps

us 50

Ridge Ave

IN 48

Us 50

Figure 3.04-5 Network for Alternative 5, One-Way Pair, Near North
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Eastbound / Northbound Westbound / Southbound
Year 2000 Year 2000, Daily
Do-Nothing | 5a 5b 5c Do-Nothing 5a 5b 5c
Travel Time-min 471 465 4.52 4.3 47 ;. 453 445 425
Impr over DN n/a : -0.06 -0.2 ¢ -041 n/a : -0.17 -0.3 ;1 -0.45
] Potimpr| _ _ nfa_ 1% 4% 9% | | na__ -4% 5% _-10%
Avg. Speed-mph 36.82  37.29  38.36 | 40.33 36.89 38.81 39.51 @ 41.36
Impr over DN nai 0.48 1.5 3.51 nai 191 2.6 4.47
Pct Impr n/a 1% 4% 10% n/a 5% 7% 12%
Year 2030 Year 2030, Daily
Do-Nothing | 5a 5b 5c Do-Nothing 5a 5b 5c
Travel Time-min 1154 @ 874 . 7.52 4.5 987 . 748  7.05 457
Impr over DN n/a : -2.80 40 -7.04 n/a : -2.39 -2.8 1 -5.30
R Potimpr | _nfa_ -24% -35% -61% | | _ na | _-24%  -29%_ _-54% |
Avg. Speed-mph 15.03 | 19.84 1 23.06 | 38.53 17.57 | 23.50 | 24.94 | 38.47
Impr over DN na 4.81 8.0 2351 na i 5.93 7.4 20.90
Pct Impr nfa: 32% : 53% 156% nfa: 34% @ 42% 119%
Year 2030 Year 2030, AM Peak Pd
Do-Nothing | 5a 5b 5c Do-Nothing 5a 5b 5c
Travel Time-min 1561 @ 9.66 @ 8.28 4.54 1042 ¢ 885 7.33: 4.58
Impr over DN n/a : -5.95 -7.3 1 -11.07 n/a : -1.57 -3.1: -5.84
N Pctimpr | nla_ -38%  -47%  -71% | | na | -15%  -30% -56% |
Avg. Speed-mph 11.11 £ 17.95 1 20.94 | 38.19 16.64 | 19.86 @ 23.98 | 38.38
Impr over DN na: 6.84 9.8 27.09 na i 3.22 7.3  21.74
Pct Impr nfa: 62% @ 89% @ 244% nfa: 19% @ 44% 131%
Year 2030 Year 2030, PM Peak Pd
Do-Nothing | 5a 5b 5¢ Do-Nothing 5a 5b 5c
Travel Time-min 931 7.66  7.04 4.46 9.74 . 6.89 574 446
Impr over DN n/a : -1.65 -23 : -4.85 n/a : -2.85 -4.0 i -5.28
N Pctimpr | nla | -18% | -24% | -52% | | na | -29% | -41% | -54% |
Avg. Speed-mph 18.63 | 22.64 1 24.63 | 38.88 17.80 | 25.52 ' 30.63 | 39.42
Impr over DN na 4.01 6.0 20.25 na: 771 128  21.61
Pct Impr nfa: 22% @ 32% @ 109% nfa: 43% @ 72% @ 121%
Table 3.04-3 Travel Time Savings Resulting from Alternative 5 Improvements
(Scenarios a, b, and c along US 50 between the Intersections with Old
US 50 and 1-275)
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Ridge Avenue: Travelers seeking an alternative route to US 50 through Greendale and/or
Lawrenceburg may use Ridge Avenue, which intersects US 50 just to the east of the Tanners
Creek Bridge, and joins State Road 1 about one-third mile west of US 50 and the |-275 entrance
ramps. Those bound to or from 1-275 would use the one-third mile segment of SR 1 as part of
the bypass as well; those bound westward on SR 1 would relieve traffic from the easternmost
segment of SR 1 by using this alternative route. Depending on the policy goals for Ridge
Avenue, it may be worthwhile to consider the effects of the scenarios on volume carried by
Ridge Avenue.

Improving capacity on US 50 through Lawrenceburg has the effect of reducing traffic on Ridge
Avenue and diverting it back to US 50. In Scenario 5a, the effect is negligible, with less than a
percent of traffic removed from Ridge Avenue in some time periods. In Scenario 5b, year 2030
traffic on Ridge Avenue falls between three and five percent from the Do-Nothing levels, while in
Scenario 5c¢, about 20% percent of Do-Nothing traffic is diverted back to US 50.

These findings should be kept in mind when reviewing Table 3.04-3 (above). The travel times
and speeds reflect not just an increase in capacity but also a countervailing increase in volume
because of diversion of Ridge Avenue traffic.

The travel demand modeling and operations modeling prove a strong need for improvements in
this segment and show improved operations and decreases in congestion with construction of
this alternative. As this alternative provides improvements at generally lower cost than other
alternatives for this segment and expected impacts are generally lower, Alternative 5 is moved
forward for additional consideration.

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 3-21
bar\S:\@SIECO0\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Env\EA Report\Report\S-3.doc\100107



Indiana Department of Transportation
US 50 Environmental Assessment/Corridor Study Section 3—Alternatives Presentation and Screening

4. Alternative 6—One-Way Pair (Mid North)

This new roadway alternative proposes a mid north pair of three-lane, one-way streets with
short turn lanes at intersections. This 1.2-mile option provides acceptable LOS along US
50 through the City of Lawrenceburg. Projected intersection operations LOS is provided in
Table 3.04-4.

Since new roadway will be constructed for this alternative, extensive R/W (approximately
6.2 acres) will be required, along with five to ten relocations. A significant number of
structures listed as notable or outstanding in the Dearborn County Interim report would be
impacted. The total construction cost of this alternative is estimated at $25 million (yr 2017
dollars).

katrenge
‘H Is t’

Figure 3.04-6 Alternative 6
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As shown below in Table 3.04-4, operations modeling for this alternative indicates this project will
result in acceptable LOS to downtown Lawrenceburg while improving safety at Arch Street.
Additionally, Travel Demand Modeling results for Alternative 5 can be reasonably assumed to
apply to Alternative 6, since these options function essentially the same. As this alternative
satisfies purpose and need and has lower cost and environmental and cultural impacts, this
project is recommended for further evaluation for improvement of the corridor.

Intersection Operations
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall LOS D Overall LOS D
Location Intersection Ops Movement(s) Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and
Main Street LOS B LOS B
Main Street and
Fourth Street LOS B LOS C
M_aln Street and LOS B WBT LOS C
Ridge Avenue
US 50 and
Front Street LOS A LOSB
Front Street and
Fourth Street LOS A LOS A
US 50 and
Walnut Street LOS A LOS A
US 50 and
Arch Street LOS A LOS A
US 50 and NBL, SBL NBL, SBL
Argosy Parkway LOSB EBL, WBL LOSB EBL, WBL
Note: NBL=Northbound Left SBL = Southbound Left EBL = Eastbound Left
WBL = Westbound Left WBT = Westbound Through

Table 3.04-4 2030 Alternative 6 Intersection Operations from Synchro
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5. Alternative 7-One-Way Pair (Far North)

This alternative proposes a one-way pair to the far north of US 50 through Lawrenceburg
and Greendale that provides three-lane, one-way streets with short turn lanes at
intersections. The alternative improves the LOS to an acceptable level.

This option requires new roadway construction and local street reconfiguration. The overall
length and separation of the two routes also requires construction of new connector streets.
This is expected to require 16.5 acres of new R/W, including 1.2 acres of wetlands.
Alternative 7 will also require 35 to 40 relocations, including an estimated 30 historic
structures in two districts. The total construction cost is estimated at $47 million (yr 2017
dollars).

Although this alternative will provide an acceptable LOS for the corridor, because of the
significant environmental and cultural impacts and high construction cost, this alternative is
not being advanced for further study.

Figure 3.04-7 Alternative 7
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6. Alternative 8—SR 1 to SR 48 Connector (Nowlin Avenue)

Alternative 8 investigated a new roadway that connects SR 1 to SR 48, which reflects a
local agency project being developed by the City of Lawrenceburg. This option was
considered in this US 50 Corridor Study for the sole purpose of determining whether the
local project would have a positive impact on congestion through Lawrenceburg.

For construction of this alternative, approximately 70 acres of new R/W would be required,
with five to ten relocations expected. Potentially significant environmental impacts could
also be expected as a result of this alternative. The total construction cost is estimated at
$37 million (yr 2010 dollars).

For Travel Demand Modeling, the Alternative 8 scenarios (slow and fast) represent a situation
where the Tanners Creek Bridge is no longer a singular connection between two areas of the
submodel. Therefore, diversion from US 50 in Lawrenceburg is possible. Nonetheless, the sum

Figure 3.04-8 Alternative 8
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of volumes on the Tanners Creek Bridge and new bypass links will equal the total volume on the
Tanners Creek Bridge link in a corresponding Do-Nothing scenario.

Volumes: Both the fast and slow bypass scenarios succeed at removing a margin of traffic from
US 50 in downtown Lawrenceburg. Table 3.04-5 shows daily volumes at various key points in
the study area, as predicted by Do-Nothing, fast bypass, and slow bypass scenarios in 2000
and 2030. The table demonstrates a number of observations:

1. On the critical Tanners Creek Bridge link, the slower bypass is predicted to remove about
4,400 daily trips, or about 10.5 percent, from the anticipated 2030 volume. The faster
bypass is predicted to remove another ~2,200 daily trips, for a reduction of 14 percent.

2. Farther east on the opposite side of Lawrenceburg, the faster bypass removes over 15
percent of Do-Nothing traffic, while the slower alternative removes only about 3.5 percent.
This large difference is compensated partially by higher volumes on Ridge Avenue in the
fast bypass scenario, which reflect differing equilibrium assignments in the two scenarios.
To some extent, though, this difference indicates that the faster, higher-capacity roadway
induces trips originating in Lawrenceburg to go the longer way around to reach some
destinations along SR 48 and SR 148, while in the slower bypass scenario, these trips still
use the Tanners Creek Bridge.

3. On US 50 just west of SR 148, traffic is slightly higher with the bypass than without it. This
is because traffic coming through Aurora and bound for locations along SR 48, which had
traveled up SR 148, now takes US 50 to SR 48. This is due not to the main bypass link, but
to the new, westward connection between US 50 and SR 48.

4. Despite the substantial use of the bypass, traffic on SR 48 near its junction with US 50 (but
before the split between old and new intersecting links) actually falls with the bypass in
place. This speaks to the traffic demand pattern. The bypass link serves almost exclusively
to carry traffic generated by or attracted to areas north of US 50, along SRs 48 and 148
(TAZs 4-7, and 26), and points outside the study area to the northwest on SR 48. The total
traffic exchanged between these locations and the vicinity of the 1-275 ramps now uses the
bypass, and no longer has to endure the congestion on US 50 through Lawrenceburg.

5. These results are also observed when the AM and PM peak periods are analyzed, and as
one would expect, they tend to be more pronounced in the peak directions. For detail on the
peak period volumes, see Appendix VII of the Wilbur Smith report in Appendix A of this
document.

Through Trips: As mentioned in the last point above, the new bypass alignment serves mostly
local traffic originating in areas north of US 50 along SRs 48 and 148. In fact, a select link
analysis indicates that the slower bypass link carries no through traffic at all. The faster
alignment is projected to carry some through trips, particularly during peak periods. In the AM
peak, about 230 of the projected 1,175 trips eastbound on the fast bypass are through trips.
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This is almost 20 percent. In the non peak direction the percentage of through trips is about 50
trips, for five percent of bypass use in that direction. In the PM period, the projected through trip

percentages are only 6.5 percent in the peak direction and under five percent in the off-peak.

Traffic Do Do 60 mph 60 mph 42 mph
Count Nothing Nothing Bypass Bypass Bypass
(2001) 2000 2030 (8b) 2000 (8b) 2030 (8a) 2030
Location
Us 50 West of SR 48 35,550 33,891 49,973 34,569 50,575 50,040
US 50 Tanners Creek Bridge 41,930 41,916 60,856 36,595 52,182 54,414
US 50 Bet. Argosy Pkwy &
I-275 Ramps 34,950 34,373 47,806 30,733 40,509 46,180
UsS 50 East of SR 1 13,600 14,848 25,778 14,848 25,778 25,778
1-275 Entrance/Exit Ramps Unknown 47,450 76,869 47,450 76,869 76,869
By-pass Nof US50 @ SR 1 13,970 20,121 32,427 24,273 39,662 34,112
By-pass New Segment N/A - - 5,321 8,674 6,442
By-pass N of US 50 @ SR 48 12,640 12,203 15,913 7,560 8,547 9,538
Ridge Ave | Sof SR 1 (N end) Unknown 12,255 22,137 10,714 21,006 17,451
Ridge Ave | N of US 50 (S. end) Unknown 11,877 20,057 10,213 18,511 15,552

Table 3.04-5 Traffic Volumes at Key Locations for Alternative 8 (Scenarios a and b, as
Compared to Traffic Counts and Corresponding Do-Nothing Volumes)

Travel Times: Table 3.04-6 shows the congested travel times and speeds for the Daily, AM
Peak, and PM Peak scenarios for Alternative 8, in both the base and future years, compared to
corresponding Do-Nothing scenarios. The table shows that if Scenario 8b (the faster bypass)
had been in place in the year 2000, it would have had a moderate impact, improving travel time
and speed by 6 and 8 percent in each direction. By the year 2030, the model predicts that
without any improvements, average congested speeds will fall by more than half, and travel
times will more than double. With the Scenario 8b bypass in place in 2030, travel times are
about 40 percent lower and average speed is higher by 70 percent, westbound, and 80 percent,
eastbound, than without them. Congestion is somewhat higher in Scenario 8b than in the base
(2000 Do-Nothing) scenario but is much closer to the base values than the 2030 Do-Nothing
values.

During the AM and PM peak periods, the congestion benefits of the Fast Bypass (8b) are more
pronounced in the peak directions and are greater than the percentage improvements in the
daily scenario. During the AM peak, the Scenario 8b improvements deliver a 46 percent
improvement in travel time and 85 percent improvement in average speed in the eastbound
lanes of the Lawrenceburg/Greendale segment of US 50. During the PM peak, the travel time
and speed improvements in the westbound direction are 26 percent and 36 percent,
respectively.
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US 50 Eastbound/Northbound Westbound/Southbound
Year 2000 Year 2000, Daily
Do-Nothing 8a 8b Do-Nothing 8a 8b
Travel Time (min) 471 ¢ 467 @ 4.41 470 | 4.62 4.4
Impr over DN n/a i -0.04 | -0.30 n/a | -0.08 -0.30
__PctimproverDN | na_ 1% 6% | | ___ na_ 2% __-6% |
Avg Speed (mph) 36.82 : 37.13 i 39.32 36.89 38.05  39.95
Impr over DN na;i 032 250 na: 1.16 3.06
Pct Impr over DN n/a 1% 7% n/a 3% 8%
Year 2030 Year 2030, Daily
Do-Nothing 8a 8b Do-Nothing 8a 8b
Travel Time (min) 1154 . 889 6.42 9.87  7.54 5.9
Impr over DN n/ai -2.65: -5.12 nfa : -2.33 -3.97
__PctimproverDN | na_ -23%_ -44% | | | na_ -24% . _-40% |
Avg Speed (mph) 15.03 : 19.51 : 27.01 17.57 1 23.32 ¢ 29.80
Impr over DN na;: 448 11.98 na: 575 12.23
Pct Impr over DN nai 30% | 80% nai 33% 70%
Year 2030 Year 2030, AM Peak Period
Do-Nothing 8a 8b Do-Nothing 8a 8b
Travel Time (min) 16.39 1 11.58 8.88 790  6.69 6.25
Impr over DN nai -4.81 : -751 nfa : -1.21 -1.65
__PctimproverDN | n/a_ -29%  -46% | | ___ na_  -15% . _-21% |
Avg Speed (mph) 1190 : 16.84 | 21.96 24.68 29.15 31.20
Impr over DN 4,94  10.06 na 4.46 6.52
Pct Impr over DN 42% | 85% na i 18% 26%
Year 2030 Year 2030, PM Peak Period
Do-Nothing 8a 8b Do-Nothing 8a 8b
Travel Time (min) 8.33 6.86 6.52 1053 | 8.57 7.84
Impr over DN nfa: -147 i -1.81 n/fa ;i -1.96 -2.69
__PctimproverDN | _ _ _ _ _n/a  -18% -22% | | _ _ _ _ | na_ -19% . _-26% |
Avg Speed (mph) 23.41 2843 | 29.91 18.52 1 23.03 | 25.18
Impr over DN na 5.02 6.50 nfa  4.52 6.66
Pct Impr over DN nfai 21% @ 28% nfa : 24% 36%
Table 3.04-6 Travel Time Savings Resulting from Alternative

8

(Improvements for Scenarios a and b along US 50 between
the Intersections with Old US 50 and 1-275)

The Fast Bypass scenario delivers better travel time savings in downtown Lawrenceburg
than Scenario 5, which directly improves capacity on US 50. This may or may not reflect
reality since, as noted, Scenario 5 assumes only a moderate increase in traffic capacity
from 2,320 to 2,700 vph in each direction.
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Ridge Ave: As discussed earlier, Ridge Avenue serves as an alternate route to US 50 through
Greendale and/or Lawrenceburg, from the east side of the Tanners Creek Bridge to the 1-275
entrance ramps. Scenario 8a has the impact one would anticipate on Ridge Avenue; volumes
drop as trips are displaced to the bypass link or to US 50. In the 2030 scenario, daily traffic on
Ridge Avenue is about 20 percent lower than in the corresponding Do-Nothing scenario.

The faster bypass scenario (8b) shows a surprising result. Although the faster bypass carries
more volume than the slower bypass, Ridge Avenue also carries more volume in the faster
bypass scenario than in the slower. This indicates that the fast bypass is attractive enough to
divert trips from generators at or near the southern end of Ridge Avenue which would otherwise
use the US 50 bridge across Tanners Creek. These trips instead find it more expedient to
follow Ridge Avenue to State Route 1 to the new bypass link to reach their destinations.

Operations modeling of this alternative does not support the conclusion that this alternative
will relieve sufficient volume of traffic for the corridor to perform at acceptable levels of
service, which does not support the purpose and need. Other proposed alternatives
provide higher levels of service and at lower cost.

Additionally, the operations of SR 1 were not investigated for the increased traffic expected
on this route if a connector is constructed. It is anticipated that the increase of traffic on SR
1 will cause additional safety and congestion concerns on this roadway, possibly warranting
improvements to SR 1, that are not included in the cost estimate of this alternative.

Because of these conclusions, significant R/W requirements, wetland impacts, and high
construction costs, Alternative 8 is not being advanced for further evaluation.

It should be noted, however, that while this alternative does not satisfy purpose and need
for the US 50 corridor as established by this study, this project may still have significant
value as a local project. The conclusion of this study should in no way impact the pursuit of
this project at the local level.
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7. Alternative 9-SR 1 to SR 48 Connector (Indiana Glass)

Alternative 9 investigated a new roadway that connects SR 1 to SR 48, which, like
Alternative 8, reflects a local agency project being developed by the City of Lawrenceburg.
This option was considered in this US 50 Corridor Study for the sole purpose of determining
whether the local project would have a positive impact on congestion through
Lawrenceburg.

This alternative, although providing an alternative route, will not improve the LOS through
Lawrenceburg, according to operations modeling performed. Similar Travel Demand
Modeling results from evaluation of Alternative 8 can also be reasonably presumed to apply
to this alternative, since these options function similarly. Possible geometric improvements
to SR 1 because of increased traffic on this roadway were not investigated during this study
but may be required, thus increasing potential costs of this alternative.

Approximately 71 acres of new R/W would be required, including 0.6 acres of wetlands,
with five to ten relocations expected. The total construction cost is estimated at $36 million
(yr 2010 dollars). Because of these impacts, cost, and the fact this alternative does not
satisfy purpose and need, this alternative is not recommended for further evaluation.

Similar to Alternative 8, this alternative does not satisfy purpose and need for the US 50
corridor as established by this study. However, this project may still have significant value
as a local
project. The
conclusion of this
study should in
no way impact
the pursuit of this
project at the
local level.

Figure 3.04-9 Alternative 9 I
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8. Alternative 10—New Ohio River Bridge (US 50 to KY 20)

This alternative proposed a new crossing of the Ohio River connecting US 50 in Indiana
with [-275 in Kentucky. This alternative included 7 miles of new, four-lane roadway that
would improve the LOS to an acceptable level in Lawrenceburg.

This option would have significant impacts. Approximately 120 acres of new R/W is
required, including seven to eight acres of wetlands, with 45 to 50 relocations expected.
The construction cost of this option is estimated at $750 million (yr. 2017 dollars)

This alternative satisfies purpose and need by reducing congestion, improving safety at
Arch Street, and enhancing the corridor. This alternative is not recommended for further
evaluation, however, because of the excessive cost and significant impacts involved.

Figure 3.04-10 Alternative 10
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3.05 SEGMENT 4-GREENDALE (ARCH STREET to I-275)

Segment 4 is the easternmost section of the investigated corridor. This segment is defined by Arch
Street to the west and 1-275 to the east and has a total length of 1.5 miles. One residence listed on the
National Register is located on US 50 within this segment.

Segment 4 currently operates adequately with the exception of the US 50/SR 1/1-275 (Belleview Road)
intersection. This intersection operates at LOS F overall during the PM peak hour. Vehicles making
turns at this intersection experience long queues and traffic signal cycle failure (waiting through more
than one signal cycle before getting through the intersection). Future traffic levels should be able to
function adequately across Segment 4, except for the US 50/SR 1/I-275 intersection, which will
experience extreme delays and queuing due to congestion.

Because of the existing and forecasted acceptable LOS of this segment, only improvement to the
intersection of US 50 and I-275 was investigated.

Figure 3.05-1 Segment 4 I
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A No-Build Alternative

Since the current intersection operates at LOS F during PM peak hours, a No-Build alternative will
not allow for proper flow of traffic in any future scenario. The No-Build alternative will not satisfy
purpose and need for this intersection.

B Short-Term Improvements

1. Access Management
Access control and management solutions are recommended for short-term improvements
for safety and congestion in this segment. Access management solutions are presented in

the Gateway Study prepared by OKI and Dearborn County.

C. Long-Term Improvements

1. Access Management

Access management solutions should also be considered in any long-term planning for this
section. The Gateway Study provides solutions for such management to improve safety
and congestion in this segment.

2. Intersection Improvements—US 50 at I-275 Interchange

This intersection improvement proposes triple left-turn lanes from 1-275 westbound and
dual left-turn lanes for all other movements. This option increases the LOS for this
intersection to acceptable levels, as shown in Table 3.05.

This proposed improvement will require approximately 4.0 acres of new R/W, with two to
three commercial property relocations. The total construction cost is estimated at $28
million (yr 2017 dollars).

Since operations assessment of this alternative indicates this will provide an acceptable
2030 LOS, this satisfies purpose and need. This alternative is recommended for
advancement and further study.
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Figure 3.05-2 Intersection Improvement-US 50 at I-275 Interchange
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4.01 ENVIRONMENTAL AND CULTURAL CHARACTERISTICS

A. Physical Environment

Dearborn County lies within the Dearborn Upland physiographic region of Indiana; this is a dissected
plateau underlain by flat-lying shales and limestones. The landscape is varied, with large tracts of
forested areas punctuated by rolling hills and valleys, as well as flatlands and shoreland area along the
Ohio River. Numerous small headwater streams run through the county; Tanners Creek is the largest
stream running through the project area. The US 50 corridor study area generally lies within the
flatland area of the county, and none of the recommended alternatives will impact forest land.

Karst topographic features exist in the northwest portion of Dearborn County; no proposed alternatives
are located in this section of the county. Since no known karst features exist within the project area, it
is not expected there will be any impacts to karst features.

Nearly all of Dearborn County lies within an area of essentially non-aquifer materials. Near the Ohio
River, throughout much of the City of Lawrenceburg, a buried sand and gravel aquifer exists. This
aquifer varies from 35 to 150 feet in thickness and is typically overlain by clay, silt and fine sand of
varying thickness. The buried sand and gravel aquifer is a very productive water-bearing unit. No
impact to this aquifer is anticipated from any of the recommended alternatives.

B. Cultural Resources

Dearborn County is part of the Tri-State region and its proximity to the larger metropolis of Cincinnati
allows residents to benefit from the more varied and numerous cultural activities found in a larger city.
Local attractions such as Argosy Casino and Perfect North Slopes are large tourist attractions; the City
of Lawrenceburg is home to the Dearborn County Historical Society Museum, Dearborn Heights Arts
Council and County Fairgrounds; various festivals and events occur at the Fairgrounds during the year.

Newtown Park is located along US 50 West and Main Street in Lawrenceburg. R/W may have to be
acquired for improvements to this stretch of the corridor for Alternatives 1, 5 and 6. No funds from the
Land & Water Conservation Act have been used for improvements to this facility.

C. Environmental Justice

The latest census figures for the county are that 98.06 percent of the population is Caucasian, with the
largest minority populations being African-American at 0.62 percent, followed by Hispanic at 0.58
percent. Although it is not anticipated that any of the recommended alternatives will present any
environmental justice concerns, this issue will be more fully explored when alternatives are moved
forward for more in-depth study. Several of the alternatives will require relocations.
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D. Terrestrial Habitat/Endangered Species

The project areas for the alternatives that have been selected to move forward occur within the urban
areas of Aurora and Lawrenceburg and should not have an adverse effect on terrestrial habitat.

Dearborn County is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis), the
federally threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), and the federally endangered running
buffalo clover (Trifolium stoloniiferum). There are no eagle nests in Dearborn County (per the United
States Fish and Wildlife Service) and none of the recommended alternatives are known to lie within the
habitat of the Indiana bat or running buffalo clover.

E. Archaeological Consideration

A Phase la archaeological literature review was completed by Archaeological Consultants of the
Midwest, Inc. for the project corridor. This research was conducted as a preliminary check for
potential archaeological concerns. The purpose of the review is to determine whether the study
area, or any part of it, has been professionally surveyed, and identify documented archaeological
sites, architectural properties, cemeteries, sites on or potentially eligible for listing on the National
Register, and buildings or structures recorded on the early cartographic sources in the study area.

Based on this research, 40 Phase la, 12 Phase Ic, and two Phase Il investigations have been
undertaken in the study area. 148 sites have been inventoried in the study area, and temporal
affiliation of the prehistoric sites indicates the area has been occupied throughout prehistory.
Examination of architectural property maps indicate that 135 architectural properties have been
documented in the study area. Review of the National Register indicates 15 properties and two
historic districts on the National Register are located near the corridor. Historic cartographic
sources indicate that numerous buildings or structures have been documented in the study area.

Potential impacts to archaeological sites will be investigated further as alternatives are advanced.
Additional information on potential historic structure and historic district impacts are discussed in
greater detail in Section 4.05 of this report.

F. Floodplains

The majority of the eastern portion of the project corridor lies within the 100-year floodplain. The
US 50 and I-275 interchange is within the floodplain, and US 50 exists in the floodplain until
approximately one mile west of Aurora, near the intersection of US 50 and Stewart Street, with the
exception of a short stretch of the roadway in downtown Lawrenceburg. The downtown area is
surrounded by a levee, which removes this area from the floodplain. No floodplains exist west of
the US 50/Stewart Street intersection. Potential impact from or to the floodplain by recommended
alternatives will be investigated further as alternatives are advanced.
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G. Air

The sections of US 50 identified in this report as Segments 3 and 4 and the eastern portion of
Segment 2 lie within Lawrenceburg Township. Lawrenceburg Township is that portion of Dearborn
County which is designated a non-attainment area for ozone and PM,s. The final design, concept
and scope for any alternatives chosen to move forward for further study which lie within
Lawrenceburg Township will be required to conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) and to
be included in OKI’s Transportation Improvement Plan.

H. Noise

A formal noise analysis will be required for any alternative which provides new alignment or
increases the number of through traffic lanes. Noise abatement measures will be required for any
alternative that is found to have a “noise impact” as defined by INDOT's noise policy.
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4.02 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

As part of INDOT's policy of public involvement and to ensure that requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) were fulfilled, several opportunities for stakeholder participation have
been provided. A Community Advisory Committee (CAC), comprised of local government officials,
economic development groups, local businesses, neighborhood groups, and other interested parities in
the Dearborn County area was established, and meetings were held to provide both a general vision of
the corridor study and to request feedback on potential alternatives developed. The CAC meetings
provided stakeholders with the opportunity to evaluate developed alternatives and also to provide
alternative solutions.

More general public participation was solicited through the vehicle of Public Information (PI) Meetings.
Both venues also provided attendees the ability to present written comments which became part of the
environmental document of the study. All Public Information meetings and CAC discussions were held
in Lawrenceburg. Copies of minutes of CAC and Pl meetings and written comments received are
provided in Appendices C, D, and E.

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires that as part of the effort to
identify historic properties, those persons or groups who could have meaningful input be given the
opportunity to participate as Consulting Parties. The following table lists those persons or groups who
were contacted and provided information regarding the US 50 Corridor Study as part of the Section 106
process. The only response received was from the State Historic Preservation Officer, who could not
identify any additional organizations to be contacted. Several persons on this list were also invited to
participate as part of the CAC group.

Date Response

Agency Contact Person  Title Contacted Received
Indiana Department of Natural Resources Kyle Hupner SHPO 11/17/06 1/19/07
Historic Landmarks Foundation Kent Abraham 11/17/06 none

Chris McHenry Dearborn County ~ 11/17/06 none

Historian
Aurora Historic Preservation Commission Chris Baltz Chairperson 11/17/06 none
Main Street Aurora Director 11/17/06 none
Dearborn County Historic Society Francis Egner 11/17/06 none
Lawrenceburg Main Street John Roberts President 11/17/06 none
Dearborn County Trust for Historic Allan Cornelius 11/17/06 none
Preservation
Carnegie Historic Landmarks Preservation  Phyllis McKeown 11/16/06 none
Society
Surveyors Historic Society Roger Woodfill 11/16/06 none
Table 4.02-1 List of Contacts for Section 106 of NHPA

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 4-4
bar\S:\@SIECO0\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Env\EA Report\Report\S-4.doc\100107



Indiana Department of Transportation
US 50 Environmental Assessment/Corridor Study Section 4—-Environmental and Cultural Considerations

General information on the US 50 EA/CS is available to everyone via the Internet; the INDOT website
has a site dedicated to the US 50 Study. This site provides a schedule of past meeting dates, meeting
minutes of CAC and Pl Meetings, as well as notices of upcoming meeting dates and times. The
website also provides the opportunity for the public to e-mail concerns or comments directly to the
INDOT Project Manager. The link to the US 50 site is www.in.gov/dot/div/projects/us50/dearborn.
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4.03 AGENCIES CONTACTED

Numerous state and federal agencies were contacted during the early coordination phase of this
project. The purpose of this coordination is to allow agencies to provide comments and raise
guestions or concerns regarding the purpose and need of proposed projects, as well as discuss
potential environmental and cultural concerns for the projects. The contacted agencies were
provided with information packages including early alternatives with preliminary alternative
screening information, potential environmental, cultural and historic impacts, and information on
the project purpose and need. The following is a list of each agency and person contacted.

Agency Division Contact Person Title Address

Natural Resource Ms. Jane Hardisty State 6013 Lakeside Boulevard.

Conservation Conservationist  Indianapolis, IN 46278

Service

Indiana Geological Environmental ~ Ms. Nancy Section Head 611 North Walnut Grove

Survey Geology Hasenmueller Bloomington, IN 47405
Section

US Department of National Park Mr. Ernest Quintana Regional 1709 Jackson Street

the Interior Service Director Omaha, NE 68102

Indiana Department  Intermodal Mr. Jim Keefer Manager, Indiana Government Center North

of Transportation Transportation Aeronautics Room N901 100 North Senate Avenue
Division Section Indianapolis, IN 46204

Hoosier National Mr. Kenneth G. Day Forest 811 Constitution Avenue

Forest Supervisor Bedford, IN 47421

US Fish and Wildlife  Bloomington Mr. Scott E. Pruitt Field Supervisor 620 South Walker Street

Service Field Office Bloomington, IN 47403

Indiana Department  Division of Fish ~ Ms. Christie L. Stanifer ~ Environmental Indiana Government Center South

of Natural Resources  and Wildlife Coordinator Rm W264, 402 West Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46204
Federal Highway Mr. Larry Heil, PE Project Manager ~ Federal Office Building
Administration 575 N. Pennsylvania Street
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Indiana Department ~ Seymour Mr. Bob Williams District Director ~ P.O. Box 550

of Transportation District Seymour, IN 47274

US Army Corps of Louisville Mr. Doug Shelton P.O. Box 53

Engineers District Louisville, KY 40201

Indiana Department Mr. Thomas W. Commissioner Indiana Govt Center North, Rm N1301,

of Environmental Easterly 100 North Senate Avenue

Management Indianapolis, IN 46204

Indiana Department ~ Environmental Mr. Ben Lawrence Acting Manager  Indiana Government Center North

of Transportation Assessment Room N642 100 North Senate Avenue
Section Indianapolis, IN 46204

Environmental Environmental ~ Ms. Virginia Laszewski  Manager 77 West Jackson Boulevard. (B-19J)

Protection Agency, Review Section Chicago, IL 60604

Region V

Table 4.03-1 List of Agencies Contacted
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4.04 AGENCY COMMENTS

Several agencies provided specific comments following review of provided information. In
general, limited concerns were raised regarding project alternatives, since the majority of
alternatives being advanced for further evaluation involve existing alignments and already
disturbed urban areas. The specific comments provided by these agencies are summarized in
Table 4.04. Copies of responses are provided in Appendix B.

Agency Division Responder Title Comments

Natural Byron Nagle Byron called with a question regarding possible r/w take

Resource of prime farmland. Limited impacts expected

Conservation

Service

Indiana Environmental ~ Marni D. Geologist The activities you have described should not be affected

Geological Geology Karaffa by, nor have an affect on the geology of the area.

Survey Section

US Department  National Park No name Regional No comments on proposed action.

of the Interior Service provided Environmental

Coordinator

Indiana Intermodal Justin Klump Project This project should have no impact on airspace or air

Department of ~ Transportation Manager navigation

Transportation  Division

Hoosier Keno Cole No comments on proposed action.

National Forest

US Fish and Bloomington Scott E. Pruitt ~ Field Purpose and Need; No comments: Proposed

Wildlife Service  Field Office Supervisor Alternatives; Concerns raised for fish and wildlife
resources regarding wetlands in the areas of Tanners
Creek and Wilson and Hogan Creeks-See Appendix B

Indiana Division of Fish  Jon W. Eggen  Environmental ~ Regulatory Assessment; This proposal will require the

Department of  and Wildlife Supervisor formal approval of our agency for construction in a

Natural floodway: Natural Heritage Database; To date, no plant or

Resources animal species listed as state or federally threatened,
endangered, or rare have been reported to occur in the
project vicinity: Fish and Wildlife Comments; Extensive
Response- See Appendix B

US Army Corps  |ouisville Phyllis Hocket  Project No comments on the general environmental impacts of

of Engineers District Manager the proposed project- See Appendix B

Environmental  NEPA Kenneth Chief Concurrence with alternatives eliminated for further

Protection Implementation ~ Westlake evaluation; Limited concern regarding alternatives

Agency, Section proposed for further evaluation- See Appendix B

Region V

Indiana Provided general comments on permitting and mitigation

Department of of impacts.

Environmental

Management

Table 4.04-1 Specific Agency Comments
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4.05 POTENTIAL HISTORIC IMPACTS

Five historic districts are present in the project corridor that have potential to be impacted by
proposed projects. These include the Lawrenceburg, Newtown, Aurora, North Aurora and
Greendale Historic Districts.

A. Segment 1-Dillsboro to Aurora (SR 262 to SR 148)

No improvements, other than access management solutions are proposed for this segment. No
historic sites or structures should be affected by implementation of access management
strategies.

B. Segment 2—Aurora to Lawrenceburg (SR 148 to SR 48)

This segment encompasses the Aurora and North Aurora Historic Districts. Three proposed
improvements are recommended for further evaluation in this segment.

1. TSM Concept 11-Eliminate Left Turn Lanes Except at Major Intersections and Replace
TWLTL with Barrier Median

The Aurora Historic District lies to the south of US 50 and should not be affected by this
project. The southern boundary of the North Aurora Historic District is adjacent to the
westbound lane of US 50. Structures listed as outstanding, notable, or contributing in the
D.C. Interim Report are located in this area, however it is not anticipated that any
structures will be significantly impacted by this management solution.

2. Intersection Improvement-US 50 at Wilson Creek Road

No known historic sites, structures, or districts will be impacted by this project.

3. Intersection Improvement-US 50 at Wal-Mart Entrance
No known historic sites, districts, or structures will be impacted by this project.

C. Segment 3—Lawrenceburg (SR 48 to Arch Street)

Three proposed alternatives are recommended for additional evaluation in this segment. The
Lawrenceburg and Newtown historic districts are present in this segment. It should be noted that
the Jennison Guard Site is listed on the National Register. This site is in Lawrenceburg, but the
address is restricted, so potential impact to this site is unknown.

1. Alternative 1-On-Alignment Capacity Expansion (from four to six lanes) in Downtown
Lawrenceburg
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This alternative is likely to impact structures in the Newtown Historic District listed in the
Interim Report as notable or outstanding. No structures listed on the National Register
would be affected by this alternative.

2. Alternative 5—One-Way Pair (Near North)

This alternative will impact the Newtown Historic District. However, the construction of the
new Tanners Creek Bridge will have already disturbed some historic structures. No
structures currently listed on the National Register are located in the Newtown Historic
District. Many community structures and residences listed as outstanding, notable, and
contributing are located in this stretch of US 50.

3. Alternative 6—One-Way Pair (Mid North)

Similar to Alternative 5, this alternative will impact the Newtown Historic District. The
construction of the new Tanners Creek Bridge will have already disturbed some historic
structures prior to construction of this project. No structures currently listed on the National
Register are located in the Newtown Historic District. Many community structures and
residences listed as outstanding, notable, and contributing are located in this part of US 50.

Discarded alternatives and TSM Concepts from this segment were also reviewed for potential
Historic Structure/District Impacts.

4. Alternative 4-One-Way Pair (South)

This discarded alternative would have significant impact to the Lawrenceburg Historic
District and some disturbance of the Newtown Historic District located north of US 50.

5. Alternative 7-One-Way Pair (Far North)

This discarded alternative would have significant impacts to historic structures located in
the Newtown and Lawrenceburg Historic Districts, as well as structures located on Ridge
Avenue.

6. Alternative 8-SR 1 to SR 48 Connector (Nowlin Avenue)

Several structures listed in the Dearborn County Interim Report could be impacted by
construction of this alternative.

7. Alternative 9—SR 1 to SR 48 Connector (Indiana Glass)

Depending on final alignment, some historic structures located in the eastern section of the
project area could be impacted.

8. Alternative 10—New Ohio River Bridge (US 50 to KY 20)
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This discarded alternative would have impact on one historic district in Aurora. Potential
impacts to structures in Kentucky were not investigated.

9. TSM Concept 2—-No Left Turn Lanes in Downtown Lawrenceburg during Peak Periods

This discarded alternative could potentially impact historic structures because of increased
traffic.

10. TSM Concept 3—Reversible Lanes in Downtown Lawrenceburg

This discarded alternative was expected not to impact known historic sites, structures or
districts.

D. Segment 4—Greendale (Arch Street to 1-275)

Intersection Improvements—US 50 at I-275 Interchange

One structure listed on the National Register is located in this segment. However, this structure
lies outside of the I-275 intersection area and should not be affected by modification to the
intersection.
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4.06 POTENTIAL WETLAND IMPACTS
A brief discussion of potential wetland acreage to be impact by proposed improvements follows:

A. Segment 1-Dillsboro to Aurora (SR 262 to SR 148)

No improvements are proposed for this segment; therefore, no wetlands have potential to be
impacted.

B. Segment 2—Aurora to Lawrenceburg (SR 148 to SR 48)

1. TSM Concept 11-Eliminate Left Turn Lanes Except at Major Intersections and Replace
TWLTL with Barrier Median

This project does not have the potential to impact wetlands.

2. Intersection Improvement-US 50 at Wilson Creek Road

This proposed improvement will likely disturb 0.3 acres of wetlands.

3. Intersection Improvement-US 50 at Wal-Mart Entrance
This proposed improvement does not have the potential to disturb wetlands.

C. Segment 3—Lawrenceburg (SR 48 to Arch Street)

1. Alternative 1-On-Alignment Capacity Expansion (from four to six lanes) in Downtown
Lawrenceburg

This proposed alternative has no potential to impact wetland acreage.

2. Alternative 5—One-Way Pair (Near North)

This proposed alternative will likely disturb 0.3 acres of wetlands.

3. Alternative 6—One-Way Pair (Mid North)

This proposed alternative has no potential to impact wetland acreage.

D. Segment 4—Greendale (Arch Street to 1-275)

No wetlands are present in the area of the proposed Intersection Improvements—US 50 at 1-275
Interchange proposed for this segment.
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4.07 REGULATORY DATABASE REVIEW

A review of environmental database records maintained by state and federal agencies was
conducted by FirstSearch Technology Corporation which provided coverage for the entire project
corridor from Dillsboro to 1-275. The search included a one-mile area on each side of the existing
alignment of US 50 in order to obtain information on potential sites of environmental concern for
proposed project alternatives.

The following tables summarize sites of potential environmental concern for each alternative
recommended for further study. Only those sites identified along proposed alignments or within
1/8-mile of each alignment are listed in the tables. The following databases and their
abbreviations are used:

NPL: EPA NATIONAL PRIORITY LIST-Database of confirmed, proposed, or deleted
Superfund sites
CERCLIS: EPA COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE COMPENSATION

AND LIABILITY INFORMATION SYSTEM-Database of current and potential
Superfund sites currently or previously proposed for investigation

NFRAP: EPA COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE COMPENSATION
AND LIABILITY INFORMATION SYSTEM ARCHIVED SITES-Database of
Archived designhated CERCLA sites that, to the best of EPA's knowledge,
assessment has been completed and has determined no further steps will be
taken to list this site on the NPL. This decision does not necessarily mean that
there is no hazard associated with a given site; it only means that, based
upon available information, the location is not judged to be a potential NPL
site

RCRA TSD: EPA RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY INFORMATION
SYSTEM TREATMENT STORAGE AND DISPOSAL FACILITIES-Database of
facilities licensed to store, treat and dispose of hazardous waste materials

RCRA COR: EPA RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY INFORMATION
SYSTEM SITES-Database of RCRA facilities with reported violations and
subject to corrective action

RCRA GEN: EPA RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY INFORMATION
SYSTEM SITES-Database of facilities that generate or transport hazardous
waste or meet other RCRA requirements. LGN-Large Quantity Generator;
SGN-Small Quantity Generator; VGN-Conditionally Exempt Generator;
Included are RAATS (RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System) and
CMEL (Compliance Monitoring & Enforcement List) facilities

ERNS: EPA/NRC EMERGENCY RESPONSE NOTIFICATION SYSTEM-Database of
emergency response actions. Data since January 2001 has been received
from the National Response System database as the EPA no longer maintains
this data

STATE SITES: IDEM HAZARDOUS WASTE INVENTORY SITE LISTING-Database of
hazardous waste sites that have made the state’s inventory list.
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SWL:

OTHER:

UST:

LUST:

IDEM PERMITTED SOLID WASTE FACILITIES LIST-Database of permitted
landfills and transfer stations

IDEM COMMUNITY RIGHT TO KNOW (CRTK)-Database of all CRTK
facilities in the IDEM database that have submitted Tier Il forms for 2001 and
2002. SEED COMMISSIONERS DATABASE OF PESTICIDES-Database of
commercial applicators and restricted use dealers of pesticides for the State
of Indiana

IDEM UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK REPORT-Database of all
underground storage tanks registered with IDEM

IDEM LEAKING UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK REPORT-Database of all
open, closed, and deactivated leaking underground storage tanks in the IDEM
database

A. Segment 1-Dillsboro to Aurora (SR 262 to SR 148)

The “No-Build” alternative is the preferred alternative for this segment; therefore, no potential sites

of environmental concern were identified.

Access management controls developed by the

Gateway Study for short- and long-term transportation improvements should not be impacted by

potential hazardous waste sites.

B. Segment 2—Aurora to Lawrenceburg (SR 148 to SR 48)

1. TSM Concept 11-Eliminate Left Turn Lanes Except at Major Intersections and Replace

TWLTL with Barrier Median

RCRA RCRA State
Database | NPL CERCLIS NFRAP TSD GEN ERNS Sites SWL Other UST LUST
On
Alignment | 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 5 4
<1/8-mile 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 0 3 8

Table 4.07-1 Potential Sites of Environmental Concern—TSM Concept 11

2. Intersection Improvement-US 50 at Wilson Creek Road

RCRA RCRA State
Database | NPL CERCLIS NFRAP TSD GEN ERNS Sites SWL Other UST LUST
On
Alignment | 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0
<1/8-mile 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

at Wilson Creek Road

Table 4.07-2 Potential Sites of Environmental Concern-Intersection Improvement-US 50
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3. Intersection Improvement-US 50 at Wal-Mart Entrance

RCRA RCRA State
Database | NPL CERCLIS NFRAP TSD GEN ERNS Sites SWL Other UST LUST

On
Alignment | 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0

<1/8-mile 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

Table 4.07-3 Potential Sites of Environmental Concern-Intersection Improvement-US 50
at Wal-Mart Entrance

C. Segment 3—Lawrenceburg (SR 48 to Arch Street)

1. Alternative 1-On-Alignment Capacity Expansion (from four to six lanes) in Downtown
Lawrenceburg

RCRA RCRA State
Database | NPL CERCLIS NFRAP TSD GEN ERNS Sites SWL Other UST LUST

On
Alignment | 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 7 4

<1/8-mile 0 0 0 0 2 3 1 0 4 10

Table 4.07-4 Potential Sites of Environmental Concern-Alternative 1

2. Alternative 5—One-Way Pair (Near North)

RCRA RCRA State
Database | NPL CERCLIS NFRAP TSD GEN ERNS Sites SWL Other UST LUST

On
Alignment | 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1

<1/8-mile 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 2 3 2

Table 4.07-5 Potential Sites of Environmental Concern-Alternative 5

3. Alternative 6—One-Way Pair (Mid North)

RCRA RCRA State
Database | NPL CERCLIS NFRAP TSD GEN ERNS Sites SWL Other UST LUST

On
Alignment | 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 1

<1/8-mile 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 2 3 2

Table 4.07-6 Potential Sites of Environmental Concern-Alternative 6
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D. Segment 4—Greendale (Arch Street to 1-275)

Intersection Improvements—US 50 at I-275 Interchange

RCRA RCRA State
Database | NPL CERCLIS NFRAP TSD GEN ERNS Sites SWL Other UST LUST

On
Alignment | 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0

<1/8-mile 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1

Table 4.07-7 Potential Sites of Environmental Concern—Intersection Improvements-US 50
at 1-275 Interchange
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5.01 RECOMMENDATIONS

Operations and travel demand modeling indicates that improvements to the existing US 50
corridor are essential to reduce congestion, improve safety, and enhance US 50 as a Statewide
Mobility Corridor. After analysis of several alternatives, the following recommended alternatives
are provided for further evaluation. These are divided into each segment of the corridor as
described in the report and are further divided into short- and long-term recommended
improvements.

Included with recommendations is the level of environmental documentation that will likely be
required to advance each recommended alternative. The level of documentation is determined by
the cultural and environmental impacts of a particular alternative. Possible documentation
requirements are Level 1, 2, 3, and 4 Categorical Exclusion (CE) documentation, to preparation of
an Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). EA Documentation
is required for projects where it is not clear if significant impacts are involved, to determine if a
“finding of no significant impact” (FONSI) can be issued. FHWA initiates an EIS when it is not
possible to issue a FONSI, where significant impacts are expected. FHWA has reviewed the
following recommendations and has determined that the Environmental Assessment should be
completed for the Segment 3 Long-term Improvements (Evaluation of Alternatives 1, 5, and 6) and
that all of the other projects of independent utility can be advanced as Categorical Exclusions.

A. Segment 1-Dillsboro to Aurora (SR 262 TO SR 148)

Operations modeling using HCS indicate Segment 1 should continue to operate with little or no
congestion through both the AM and PM peak hours using 2030 forecasted traffic volumes. To
increase safety of the corridor, access management solutions are recommended as both short- and
long-term improvements for this segment.

Short- and Long-Term Improvements

Access management solutions for short- and long-term improvements have been developed
through the Gateway Study, prepared by ME Companies for OKI and Dearborn County.
Recommendations of this study include combining existing access points where possible,
encouraging new developments to access existing intersecting roads, connecting existing or
constructing new frontage roads, restricting or eliminating left turn movements, adding center
medians, installing curbing to eliminate existing access points, adding traffic signals at significant
intersections, removing or adding center median breaks, and adding or widening existing
sidewalks.

Specific recommendations from the Gateway Study are contained on a series of graphic maps that
detail the type and location of specific improvements for each segment. None of the specific
improvements from this study rise to the level of a Project of Independent Utility, however. The
Gateway Study should be consulted to determine the specific recommendations for this segment.
As access density decreases, safety and LOS for this segment will improve.
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B. Segment 2—Aurora to Lawrenceburg (SR 148 to SR 48)

The projected 2030 LOS for the section of US 50 from SR 148 to Wilson Creek Road diminishes to
LOS D, presuming no improvements are completed. Additionally, the US 50 and Wilson Creek Road,
US 50 and Wal-Mart Entrance, and US 50 and SR 48 intersections will all experience individual
movements of LOS F and overall intersection operations of LOS F in the PM peak hour by 2030. Since
these levels of service are not acceptable and purpose and need are not met, the following
recommendations are provided:

1. Short-Term Improvement

TSM Concept 11-Eliminate Left-Turn Lanes Except at Major Intersections and Replace TWLTL
with Barrier Median

This management solution covers a length of 2.5 miles from SR 350 to SR 48. The
proposed improvement would eliminate left-turn lanes except at major intersections. Also
suggested is a replacement of TWLTL with a barrier median. This solution provides
encouragement of future access management solutions, such as combining existing access
points wherever possible, encouraging new developments to access existing intersecting
roads, and connecting existing frontage roads.

Since this eliminates nonsignalized left turns in the corridor, engineering judgment suggests
this will provide an acceptable LOS and will improve safety within this section. This serves
to enhance the SMC and thus satisfies purpose and need. TSM Concept 11 is
recommended for further evaluation.

2. Long-Term Improvements
a. Intersection Improvement-US 50 at Wilson Creek Road

This improvement includes dual left-turn lanes from Wilson Creek Road and US 50. The
length of the project is 1500 feet on US 50 and 700 feet on Wilson Creek Road. This
project will provide additional capacity and will improve the 2030 LOS at the intersection to
an acceptable level, which satisfies purpose and need for this section. Projected 2030 LOS
for overall intersection operations and specific movements within the intersection, following
recommended improvement, are provided in Table 5.01-1. It is anticipated that this
alternative would require Level 2 CE documentation based on amount of R/W required.
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Intersection Operations

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall LOS D Overall LOS D
Location Intersection Ops Movement(s) | Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and Wilson NBL
Creek Road LOS B LOS D SBT
EBL, EBR

Note: NBL = Northbound Left SBT = Southbound Through
EBL = Eastbound Left EBR = Eastbound Right

Table 5.01-1 2030 Wilson Creek Road Improved Intersection Operations from Synchro

b. Intersection Improvement—-US 50 at Wal-Mart Entrance

The proposed improvement includes dual left-turn lanes from Wal-Mart and US 50
eastbound and exclusive right turns from US 50 westbound. North- and southbound turning
movements will also be eliminated, which will simplify signal phasing. This project will
provide additional capacity at the intersection and will improve the 2030 LOS at the
intersection to an acceptable level. Projected 2030 LOS for overall intersection operations
and specific movements within the intersection, following proposed intersection
improvements, are provided in Table 5.01-2. It is anticipated that this alternative would
require Level 3 CE documentation, at a minimum.

Intersection Operations

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall LOS D Overall LOS D
Location Intersection Ops Movement(s) | Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and Wal-Mart NBL
Entrance
LOS A LOS C Egt SBR
WBL, WBT

Note:  NBL = Northbound Left ~ SBL = Southbound Left = SBR = Southbound Right
EBL = Eastbound Left WBL = Westbound Left WBT = Westbound Through

Table 5.01-2 2030 Wal-Mart Improved Intersection Operations from Synchro
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C. Segment 3—Lawrenceburg (SR 48 to Arch Street)

Segment 3 experiences significant congestion at the US 50 and SR 48 intersection during the existing
AM peak hour, while other locations function adequately. The existing PM peak hour sees more
congestion at all locations and significant friction for turning movements across the highway. The US 50
and SR 48 intersection currently operates at LOS E overall. Forecasted traffic volumes will create
sever congestion (LOS F) at the SR 48 and Main Street intersections during the PM peak hour in 2030,
while the Front Street intersection will operate at LOS E. Queuing will also become a serious concern
causing intersection blockage and impairing corridor safety. The SR 48 intersection is currently being
relocated and constructed west of the existing intersection. This project will be completed by June
2007.

As this segment poses the most significant current and future concern for LOS and safety, numerous
alternatives were investigated during this study. Three separate long-term improvement alternatives
are recommended for further evaluation; each alternative satisfies purpose and need, while minimizing
construction impacts versus other alternatives considered. A summary table of construction costs and
potential impacts for these three alternatives is provided in Table 5.01-3. The following alternatives are
recommended for further evaluation.

1. Short-Term Improvement

TSM Concept 2—No Left Turns Allowed in Downtown Lawrenceburg During Peak Periods

This TSM concept creates two-phase signhals and increases capacity through
Lawrenceburg. Since left turns will be prohibited, vehicles would be required to turn right
and circle the block to reach an intended destination.

This solution, although providing short-term improvements, is not expected to be sufficient
to improve operations to LOS D or better. This project is recommended for further
evaluation as a short-term solution to congestion for downtown Lawrenceburg because of
the ability to complete the project in a short timeframe and the low cost and minimal
impacts of the alternative. Ultimately, however, long-term solutions must also be
considered.

2. Long-Term Improvements

Three long-term improvement alternatives are recommended for further evaluation for Segment
3. Each alternative has merit, and final determination of the best alternative should occur after
more exhaustive analysis. A brief summary of potential environmental and cultural impacts for
each alternative in Segment 3 is provided in Table 5.01-3. According to the most recent plans
from ASP, each of these alternatives should be compatible with the proposed new Tanners
Creek Bridge project; modifications to bridge approaches and local streets will likely be required
for any of the three projects, however.
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Alternative New No. Bldg. Wetland Historic Cost ($)

R/W Disturbed | Disturbed Structures/ Millions
Area (acres) Districts

Alternative 1-On-Alignment 4.0 10 to 15 0.0 10-15 Sites/ 20

Capacity Expansion in 2 Districts

Downtown Lawrenceburg

Alternative 5-One-Way Pair 1.5 4 -5 0.3 20-25 Sites/ 24

(Near North) 2 Districts

Alternative 6-One-Way Pair 6.2 5to 10 0.0 20-25 Sites/ 25

(Mid North) 2 Districts

Table 5.01-3 Summary of Environmental and Cultural Considerations for Preferred

Alternatives—-Segment 3

a. Alternative 1-On-Alignment Capacity Expansion (from four to six lanes) in Downtown
Lawrenceburg

This solution requires three through lanes plus dual left-turn lanes and exclusive right-turn
lanes at major intersections in the City of Lawrenceburg. The proposal addresses
congestion through Lawrenceburg and improves the 2030 LOS to an acceptable level. The
projected overall intersection levels of service and specific movements of LOS D within
each intersection are provided in Table 5.01-4. These figures presume the capacity
expansion project is completed.

The safety need for this project is satisfied by improvements to the Arch Street Intersection.
Congestion and corridor improvements also satisfy need. As this project satisfies purpose and
need for improvement of the corridor, Alternative 1 is recommended for further evaluation.
Alternative 1 would be included as part of an Environmental Assessment, along with Alternatives
5 and 6. Each of these alternatives would be subjected to more in depth environmental and
cultural examinations in consultation with SHPO, consulting parties, and other agencies in order
to make a determination of a preferred alternative.
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Intersection Operations

AM Peak Hour

PM Peak Hour

NBL = Northbound Left
EBL = Eastbound Left

Note: NBT = Northbound Through

EBT = Eastbound Through
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Overall LOS D Overall LOS D

Location Intersection Ops Movement(s) Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and Main LOS B LOS A
Street
US 50 and Front NBL NBL, NBT
Street LOS B SBL LOSD SBL, EBT
US 50 and Walnut NBL NBL
Street LOS A SBL LOS A SBL
US 50 and Arch SBL, EBL
Street LOS A WBL LOS A WEL
US 50 and Argosy NBL, SBL NBL, SBL
Parkway LOS B EBL, WBL LOS B EBL, WBL

SBL = Southbound Left
WBL = Westbound Left

Table 5.01-4 2030 Alternative 1 Intersection Operations from Synchro
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b. Alternative 5-One-Way Pair (Near North)

This alternative proposes a one-way pair to the near north of US 50 through Lawrenceburg that
provides three-lane, one-way streets with short turn lanes at intersections. This option covers a
total length of 1.1 miles and requires new roadway construction and local street reconfiguration.

The projected overall intersection LOS, ranging from LOS A to LOS C, and specific
movements of LOS F within each intersection are provided in Table 5.01-5.

Intersection Operations
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall LOS D Overall LOS D
Location Intersection Ops Movement(s) | Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and Main LOS B LOS C
Street
Main Street and
Fourth Street LOS A LOS B
US 50 and Front LOS A LOS B
Street
Front Street and
Fourth Street LOS B LOS B
US 50 and Walnut LOS A LOS A
Street
US 50 and Arch LOS A LOS A
Street
US 50 and Argosy NBL, SBL NBL, SBL
Parkway LOS B EBL, WBL LOS B EBL, WBL
Note: NBL = Northbound Left SBL = Southbound Left
EBL = Eastbound Left WBL = Westbound Left

Table 5.01-5 2030 Alternative 5 Intersection Operations from Synchro

The travel demand and operations modeling both prove a strong need for improvements in this
Segment, and both show improved operations and decreases in congestion with construction of
this alternative. As this alternative provides improvements at generally lower cost than other
alternatives for this Segment, and expected impacts are generally lower, Alternative 5 is
recommended for additional evaluation. Alternative 5 would be included as part of an
Environmental Assessment, along with Alternatives 1 and 6. Each of these alternatives would
be subjected to more in depth environmental and cultural examinations in consultation with
SHPO, consulting parties, and other agencies in order to make a determination of a preferred
alternative.

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 5-7
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c. Alternative 6—One-Way Pair (Mid North)

This new roadway alternative proposes a mid north pair of three-lane, one-way streets with
short turn lanes at intersections. This 1.2-mile option provides acceptable LOS along US 50
through the City of Lawrenceburg. The projected, post construction overall intersection
LOS, which ranges from LOS A to LOS C, and specific movements of LOS D for each
intersection are provided in Table 5.01-6.

Intersection Operations
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall LOS D Overall LOS D
Location Intersection Ops Movement(s) | Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and Main LOS B LOS B
Street
Main Street and
Fourth Street LOS B LOS €
M.am Street and LOS B WBT LOS C
Ridge Avenue
US 50 and Front LOS A LOS B
Street
Front Street and
Fourth Street LOS A LOS A
US 50 and Walnut LOS A LOS A
Street
US 50 and Arch LOS A LOS A
Street
US 50 and Argosy NBL, SBL NBL, SBL
Parkway LOS B EBL, WBL LOS B EBL, WBL
Note: NBL=Northbound Left SBL = Southbound Left EBL = Eastbound Left
WBL = Westbound Left ~ WBT = Westbound Through

Table 5.01-6 2030 Alternative 6 Intersection Operations from Synchro

Operations modeling for this alternative indicates this project will result in acceptable 2030 LOS to
downtown Lawrenceburg while improving safety at Arch Street. Additionally, Travel Demand
Modeling results for Alternative 5 can be reasonably assumed to apply to Alternative 6, since these
options function essentially the same. As this alternative satisfies purpose and need and has
lower cost and environmental and cultural impacts, this project is recommended for further
evaluation for improvement of the corridor. Alternative 6 would be included as part of an
Environmental Assessment, along with Alternatives 1 and 5. Each of these alternatives would be
subjected to more in depth environmental and cultural examinations in consultation with SHPO,
consulting parties, and other agencies in order to make a determination of a preferred alternative.
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D. Segment 4—Greendale (Arch Street to 1-275)

Segment 4 currently operates adequately with the exception of the US 50/SR 1/1-275 (Belleview Road)
intersection. This intersection operates at LOS F overall during the PM peak hour. Vehicles making
turns at this intersection experience long queues and traffic signal cycle failure. Future traffic levels
should be able to function adequately across Segment 4 except for the US 50/SR 1/I-275 intersection,
which will experience extreme delays and queuing from congestion.

1. Short-Term Improvements

Access Management

Access control and management solutions are recommended for short-term improvements
for safety and congestion in this segment. Access management solutions have been
developed by the Gateway Study prepared for OKI and Dearborn County.

2. Long-Term Improvements

a. Access Management

Access management solutions should also be considered in any long-term planning for this
section. The Gateway Study provides solutions for such management to improve safety
and congestion in this segment. This study should be consulted for specific access
management recommendations

b. Intersection Improvements — US 50 at [-275 Interchange

This intersection improvement proposes triple left-turn lanes from 1-275 westbound and
dual left turn lanes for all other movements. This option increases the 2030 overall LOS for
this intersection to LOS C for the AM and PM Peak Hours, as shown in Table 5.01-7.

Since operations assessment of this alternative indicates this will provide an acceptable
2030 LOS, this satisfies purpose and need. This alternative is recommended for
advancement and further study. It is anticipated that this alternative would require Level 2
or Level 3 CE documentation, depending on the actual number of relocations required.

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 5-9
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Intersection Operations
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Overall LOS D Overall LOS D
Location Intersection Ops Movement(s) | Intersection Ops Movement(s)
US 50 and SR 1/ NBL, SBL NBL, SBL, SBT
Belleview Ave. Los ¢ EBL Los ¢ EBL, EBT, WBL
Note:  NBL = Northbound Left ~ SBL = Southbound Left SBT = Southbound Through
EBL = Eastbound Left EBT = Eastbound Through WBL = Westbound Left
Table 5.01-7 2030 US 50 and 1-275 Improved Intersection Operations from Synchro

5.02 SUMMARY OF PROJECTS OF INDEPENDENT UTILITY

Summary sheets of each project of independent utility follow. For Segment 3, in which this study
recommends three alternatives for further study, each alternative is presented on a separate
sheet. One of these three alternatives should be selected for programming.

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 5-10
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Project of Independent Utility
TSM Concept 11
Eliminate Left-Turn Lanes
US 50 from SR 350 to SR 48

Dearborn County, Indiana

Proposed Improvement: Eliminate Left-Turn Lanes except at Major Intersections and Replace

TWLTL with Barrier Median
Purpose and Need: Improves Congestion and Increases Safety

Priority: Medium

Programming: Since the majority of intersections within this segment of US 50 currently operate at an
acceptable Level of Service (LOS), this project is not one of immediate need. Analysis during needs
assessment indicates traffic flow will deteriorate by 2030, however. Because of projected failure of
intersections and poor corridor operations, this project is one that should be programmed for
completion in the near future. Other specific intersection improvements in this section (US 50 and
Wilson Creek Road and US 50 and Wal-Mart Entrance) are proposed as separate Projects of
Independent Utility that should be considered for immediate programming.

Project Description: This management solution covers a length of 2.5 miles from SR 350 to SR
48. The proposed improvement would eliminate left-turn lanes except at major intersections. Also

Figure 5.02-1 TSM Concept 11-Eliminate Left Turn Lanes:
SR 350 to SR 38
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suggested is a replacement
of TWLTLs with a barrier

median. This solution
suggests  future access
management solutions,

such as combining existing
access points  wherever
possible, encouraging new
developments to access
existing intersecting roads,
and connecting existing
frontage roads.

Preliminary Cost:
$5,000,000 (2017 dollars)
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Project of Independent Utility
Intersection Improvement
US 50 and Wilson Creek Road

Dearborn County, Indiana
Proposed Improvement: Intersection Improvement: US 50 and Wilson Creek Road
Purpose and Need: Improves Congestion and Increases Safety
Priority: High

Programming: The need for improvement of the intersection of US 50 and Wilson Creek Road
currently exists. Existing overall PM Peak Hour LOS is D, while eastbound left movement is LOS F.
This intersection will experience overall LOS F for the PM Peak Hour by 2030. Since this intersection
currently warrants improvement to enhance mobility through the US 50 corridor, the proposed project is
one that should be programmed for completion in the very near future.

Project Description: The proposed improvement includes dual left-turn lanes from Wilson Creek
Road and US 50. The length of the project is 1500 feet on US 50 and 700 feet on Wilson Creek
Road. Impacts for the project include the need for an additional 2.5 acres of R/W, including
disturbance of 0.3 acres of wetland, and elimination of approximately 30 parking spaces.

Preliminary Cost:
$8,400,000
(2017 dollars)

Figure 5.02-2 Intersection Improvement: US 50 and Wilson Creek
Road
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Project of Independent Utility
Intersection Improvement
US 50 and Wal-Mart Entrance

Dearborn County, Indiana

Proposed Improvement: Intersection Improvement: US 50 and Wal-Mart Entrance
Purpose and Need: Improves Congestion and Increases Safety
Priority: High

Programming: The need for improvement of the intersection of US 50 and the Wal-Mart Entrance is
substantiated by the projected future LOS F. Since this intersection currently warrants improvement to
enhance mobility through the US 50 corridor, the proposed project is one that should be programmed
for completion in the very near future.

Project Description: The proposed improvement includes dual left-turn lanes from Wal-Mart and
US 50 eastbound and exclusive right turns from US 50 westbound. North- and southbound turning
movements will also be eliminated, which will simplify sighal phasing. This project will have
significant business impacts to one or both sides of US 50 and will require approximately 2.0 acres
of new R/W. No wetland impacts are expected for this proposed project.

Preliminary Cost:
$6,700,000
(2017 dollars)

Figure 5.02-3 Intersection Improvement: US 50 and Wal-Mart
Entrance
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Project of Independent Utility
TSM Concept 2
No Left Turns Allowed in Downtown Lawrenceburg During Peak Periods

Dearborn County, Indiana
Proposed Improvement: Elimination of Left Turns in Downtown Lawrenceburg
Purpose and Need: Improves Congestion, Increases Safety, Enhances Corridor
Priority: High

Programming: The need for improvement of US 50 through downtown Lawrenceburg is well
established through analysis of existing and future corridor and intersection operations. Three long-
term alternatives are proposed for US 50 through Lawrenceburg to reduce congestion and improve
safety. However, because of significant cost and R/W requirements, major improvements to the
corridor will take considerable time to complete. This project is one that will improve LOS and safety of
the corridor, but it is intended as a short-term solution before one of the three long-term solutions is
decided upon and constructed. This solution should be programmed as a high priority project.

Project Description: This Transportation System Management concept creates two-phase
signals and increases capacity through Lawrenceburg. Since left turns will be prohibited, vehicles
would be required to turn right and circle the block to reach an intended destination. This solution,
although providing
short-term
improvement, is
not expected to be
sufficient to
improve operations
to LOS D or better.
Minimal impacts on
us 50 are
expected, but
secondary impacts
to  other local
streets and local
businesses may be
significant.

Preliminary Cost:
$400,000
(2008 dollars)

Figure 5.02-4 TSM Concept 2-No Left Turns Allowed in Downtown
Lawrenceburg During Peak Periods
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Project of Independent Utility

On-Alignment Capacity Expansion (from four to six lanes)
In Downtown Lawrenceburg

Dearborn County, Indiana

Alternative 1

Proposed Improvement: US 50 Added travel lanes (from four to six) in downtown Lawrenceburg

Purpose and Need: Improves Congestion, Increases Safety, Enhances Corridor

Priority: High

Programming: The need for improvement of US 50 through downtown Lawrenceburg is well
established through analysis of existing and future corridor and intersection operations. This project is
one of three alternatives proposed for the segment of US 50 through Lawrenceburg. One of the three
alternatives should be chosen and programmed for construction as a high priority project.

Project Description: This solution requires three through lanes plus dual left-turn lanes and
exclusive right-turn lanes at major intersections in the City of Lawrenceburg. Alternative 1 will
have major business impacts on the north side of US 50 and will require approximately 4.0 acres

Figure 5.02-5 Alternative 1
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of new R/W.
This
alternative is
expected to
require ten to
15
relocations
and impact a
minimum  of
ten historic
structures in
two historic
districts.

Preliminary
Cost:
$20,000,000
(2017 dollars)
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Project of Independent Utility
Alternative 5
One-Way Pair (Near North)

Dearborn County, Indiana

Proposed Improvement: Added One-Way Pair: US 50 in Downtown Lawrenceburg
Purpose and Need: Improves Congestion, Increases Safety, Enhances Corridor
Priority: High

Programming: The need for improvement of US 50 through downtown Lawrenceburg is well
established through analysis of existing and future corridor and intersection operations. This project is
one of three alternatives proposed for the segment of US 50 through Lawrenceburg. One of the three
alternatives should be chosen and programmed for construction as a high priority project.

Project Description: This alternative proposes a one-way pair to the near north of US 50 through
Lawrenceburg that provides three-lane, one-way streets with short turn lanes at intersections.
This project covers a total length of 1.1 miles and requires new roadway construction and local street
reconfiguration. It is expected to require 1.5 acres of new R/W, including 0.3 acres of wetlands.
Alternative 5 will also require four to five relocations and, if constructed today, would impact a minimum
of twenty structures listed as notable, outstanding or contributing in the Dearborn County Interim
Report. Impacts
to historic
structures
should be less
for this project,
presuming the
proposed
additional
bridge over
Tanners Creek
is  constructed
prior to this
project.

Preliminary
Cost:
$24,000,000
(2017 dollars)

3|

Figure 5.02-6 Alternative 5

Prepared by Strand Associates, Inc.® 5-16
bar\S:\@SIECO0\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Env\EA Report\Report\S-5.doc\100107



Indiana Department of Transportation
US 50 Environmental Assessment/Corridor Study Section 5-Recommendations

Project of Independent Utility
Alternative 6
One-Way Pair (Mid North)

Dearborn County, Indiana

Proposed Improvement: Added One-Way Pair: US 50 in Downtown Lawrenceburg
Purpose and Need: Improves Congestion, Increases Safety, Enhances Corridor
Priority: High

Programming: The need for improvement of US 50 through downtown Lawrenceburg is well
established through analysis of existing and future corridor and intersection operations. This project is
one of three alternatives proposed for the segment of US 50 through Lawrenceburg. One of the three
alternatives should be chosen and programmed for construction as a high priority project.

Project Description: This new roadway alternative proposes a mid north pair of three-lane, one-way
streets with short turn lanes at intersections. Since new roadway will be constructed for this alternative,
extensive R/W (approximately 6.2 acres) will be required, along with five to ten relocations. A

significant
number of
structures listed
as nhotable or
outstanding in
the Dearborn
County Interim
report would be
impacted.

Preliminary
Cost:
$25,000,000
(2017 dollars)

Figure 5.02-7 Alternative 6
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Project of Independent Utility
Intersection Improvement
US 50 at I-275 Interchange

Dearborn County, Indiana

Proposed Improvement: Intersection Improvement: US 50 and I-275 Interchange
Purpose and Need: Improves Congestion, Increases Safety, Enhances Corridor
Priority: High

Programming: The need for immediate improvement of this intersection is demonstrated in the
current overall LOS F during the PM peak hour. Vehicles making turns at this intersection experience
long queues and traffic signal cycle failure. As this interchange is essential for travel through this
corridor, the intersection should be programmed as a high priority project.

Project Description: This intersection improvement proposes triple left turn lanes from 1-275 west
bound and dual left-turn lanes for all other movements. This proposed improvement will require
approximately 4.0 acres of new R/W, with two to three commercial property relocations.

Preliminary
Cost:
$28,000,000
(2017 dollars)

Figure 5.02-8 Intersection Improvement: US 50 at I-275 Interchange
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. Travel Demand Model

This report documents the efforts of the Strand team in developing a travel demand
model to produce traffic volume forecasts for the US 50 corridor in southern Dearborn
County, Indiana. These efforts are described in Task F of the scope of services for the
US 50 Corridor Study, commissioned by the Indiana Department of Transportation
(IDOT).

The purposes of the travel demand model are to forecast future US 50 travel, estimate the
effects of future development impacts on Dearborn County’s arterial/major collector
roadway network, and to evaluate a set of corridor alternatives developed to address
congestion within the US 50 corridor.

The first part of the report discusses the set-up and calibration of a sub-model
representing the study area. Part Il of the report describes the project alternatives
modeled, the specific efforts taken to produce those alternative models, and the results of
the simulations.

1.1. Indiana vs. OKI Statewide Model

Two Travel Demand Models covering Dearborn County were available to the project
team: the Indiana Statewide Model (ISTM), and the Regional Travel Demand Model
maintained by the Ohio-Kentucky-Indiana Metropolitan Planning Organization (OKI
MPO). A review of both models’ zone structure and networks was conducted.

With regard to zones, it was found that, while the ISTM uses more TAZs than the OKI
model to represent Dearborn County (66 in the ISTM, versus 38 in the OKI RTDM),
most of the additional detail is used in the northern portions of Dearborn County, away
from the Study Area. It was found that the study area along the US 50 corridor could be
represented with 25 zones from the ISTM, or 22 zones from the OKI model. Moreover,
the OKI model has finer zone delineation in downtown Lawrenceburg, an area of
particular interest for this study.

With regard to highways, it was determined that both models included all important
roadway segments in their networks. We concluded that either model could be used for
the project analyses.

The OKI model was selected predominantly because it was an MPO model, and because
some project team members had previous experience working with it on a project in the
OKI area. Output from both the OKI model and the ISTM were compared and found to
offer very comparable results.

First, the base-year, unadjusted output from each model was compared to available traffic
counts. Each model is more accurate than the other at a roughly equivalent number of
locations, and the range of error is similar. These results can be seen in Appendix V.
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Secondly, each model’s prediction of the number of through trips was calculated. A
through trip was defined as a trip using the entire length of US 50 from Station Hollow
Rd. in Dillsboro to SR 1 and the 1-275 ramps in Greendale. The OKI model predicts
about 6,200 through trips in the base year, while the ISTM predicts 6,750.

As a result of these comparisons, we conclude that results obtained for this study using
the OKI RTDM are very comparable to the results that would have been obtained using
the ISTM.

I.2.  Model Preparation

The OKI Regional Travel Demand Model (RTDM) Version 6.3 was used as a starting
point to prepare traffic projections. The traffic projections information was used to test
the impact that some project alternatives could have along the study corridor.

The OKI RTDM runs in the TranPlan modeling system, and is a based upon the
conventional four-step modeling approach. In this system the urbanized area is first
divided up into a set of spatially contiguous traffic-generating and attracting zones called
Traffic Analysis Zones or TAZs. The zones are linked to the highway and transit
networks which are defined by thousands of link and node records representing the most
significant highways and roads in the urban area as well as the transit lines in the region.
The four-step approach consists of the following:

1. Trip Generation: How many trips does each zone generate?

2. Trip Distribution: What destinations will be selected for each of these trips?

3. Mode Choice: How will these trips be divided between driving alone, ridesharing
and public transit?

4. Assignment: How many vehicles or people will want to use specific roadways or
transit routes?

Originally, the project team had anticipated the possible need to refine the OKI RTDM in
order to achieve results with a sufficient level of accuracy. Refinement was to include
the subdivision of established RTDM transportation analysis zones (TAZs) into smaller
sub-zones, and re-population of the sub-zones with new population & employment data.
However, upon inspection it was found that the OKI RTDM is coded at a level of detail
appropriate to the study’s purposes. The RTDM contains 39 TAZs in Dearborn Co, IN,
and 22 of these are on or near US 50 and were included in the study area sub-model. All
state-maintained roadways along the corridor are included in the RTDM - including SR
62, SR 56, SR 350, SR 148, SR 48, and SR 1 — as well as Ridge Avenue, which connects
SR 1 in Greendale to US 50 in Lawrenceburg. Therefore, no refinement of the existing
zone structure or network was found to be necessary.

1.2.1. Sub-area model creation

The OKI RTDM is a very sophisticated and complex model, requiring several hours to
perform one simulation on an average personal computer. In order to achieve the project
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goals as efficiently as possible, a sub-model was created from the full OKI RTDM,
representing only the study area. The following paragraphs describe the process of
creating this sub-model.

The geography selected for the sub-model includes 22 of the original RTDM TAZs,
comprising the southern third of Dearborn County (see Figure 1a). This represents over
half of the Dearborn Co., IN, TAZs from the original RTDM. The sub-model network
includes all roadways completely enclosed by the sub-model geography, and extension
beyond the sub-area boundary sufficient to make a robust network and conveniently
establish external stations for the sub-model (see Figure 1b).

Figure la — Study Area Map, including surrounding network & TAZs
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In order to establish the sub-model trip distribution, the full OKI RTDM needed to be run
one time for each analysis year. With some assistance from OKI staff, the RTDM was
installed and successfully run to generate output for the base year (2000) as well as the
year 2030. Table 1 shows the model options used to perform the base and future-year
runs of the OKI RTDM.
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Figure 1b — Study Area Network from TranPlan, with Centroid Nodes labeled
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Table 1: RTDM setup for Base & Future Years

Model Input Year 2000 Year 2030

Hwy & Transit Network 2000 Base Year Network | E + C Network
Analysis Year 2000 2030

Validation Run No (unchecked) No (unchecked)
Delete Intermediate Files | No (unchecked) No (unchecked)

The TranPlan modeling system includes a number of utilities that facilitate the creation of
a sub-model from a larger model. A selected-link history file was created to represent the
study area by performing an Equilibrium Highway Load on the final vehicle trip table
from the RTDM. That file was then used to run the “Extract Subarea Trip Table” utility.
Finally, the “Extract Subarea Network” utility was used to generate the sub-network
described above. The TranPlan input code used for these functions is presented in
Appendix |.

1.2.2. Daily Trip Table Calibration Using ODME

The Dearborn Co / US 50 sub-model was calibrated to match traffic count data for the
year 2001 using the Origin-Destination Matrix Estimation (ODME) methodology. Using
this method, trips from every zone to every other zone are adjusted until the assigned
traffic volumes closely match available traffic counts. A “seed” trip table is specified as
a starting point for the calculations.
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A total of 23 traffic count locations were used to ground the ODME calibration. Most of
these data were taken from the INDOT 2001 AADT map for Dearborn County, which is
reproduced in Figure 2. The county map, shown in Figure 2, does not include volumes
from the Interstate Highway System, so data for 1-275, both north and south of the US 50
interchange, were taken from the Indiana Interstate Flow Map for 2002. No effort was
made to adjust the 2002 volumes to represent 2001, as the difference was assumed to be
within the range of model error. These data sources show only total volumes, and not
directional volumes, so the data values were split to create 46 individual, one-way count
links for the ODME program.

Figure 2 — Year 2001 Counts Map for Dearborn Co., IN
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To perform the ODME analysis, the TranPlan utility WSTTCAL was applied to the daily
all-vehicle trip table output from the sub-model (subday.trp). The set-up and report files
from this analysis are shown in Appendix Il, which also contains analysis of the ODME
output results. The results vis-a-vis link volumes are shown in Table 2, below.

1.2.3. Establish Future Year Trip Table Using FRATAR

Trip table for the future year (2030) was produced using the FRATAR procedures, using
the base-year trip tables calibrated via ODME as a starting point. The FRATAR process
involves establishing factors by which to adjust production and attraction totals, then
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adjusting individual cell values in the trip table (the trip distribution) to achieve a
balanced matrix.

Table 2: Traffic Counts and Model Calibration Results
Street North / West End South / East End AADT Southbound / Eastbound Northbound / Westbound
(1-way) Model  Factor Diff Model  Factor Diff
Dearborn-Ripley Line SR 62 & Station 3,840 3,602 1.07 -238 3,596 1.07 -244
Hollow Rd
SR 62 & Station Cole Ln (IR-7) 5,155 5,235 0.98 80 5,225 0.99 70
Hollow Rd
Cole Ln (IR-7) Hill Top Dr. (Aurora) 7,680 7,209 1.07 -471 7,209 1.07 -471
US 50 (S,A\T;;?S SR 350 George St (Aurora) 13,995 | 16,221 0.86 2226 | 16,192 0.86 2197
George St (Aurora) SR 148 (Aurora) 18,675 | 17,598 1.06 -1077 | 17,597 1.06 -1078
SR 148 (Aurora) SR 48 (Lburg) 17,775 | 16,926 1.05 -849 | 16,928 1.05 -847
SR 48 (Lburg) Main St (Lburg) 20,965 | 20,968 1.00 3| 20,963 1.00 -2
Main St (Lburg) SR 1 & 1-275 Ramps 17,475 | 18,600 0.94 1125 | 18,490 0.95 1015
SR 62 ! US50 North St 1,705 2,042 0.83 337 2,046 0.83 341
SR Exporting St US 50 6,960 6,466 1.08 -494 6,465 1.08 -495
22056 USs 50 Main & George Sts 3,455 | 4,722 0.73 1267 4,738 0.73 1283
SR Manchester St US 50 2,420 1,988 1.22 -432 1,978 1.22 -442
glf?848 Tower Rd Us 50 6,320 6,061 1.04 -259 6,060 1.04 -260
SR1 Ridge Ave US 50 6,985 7,101 0.98 116 7,054 0.99 69
1-275 US 50 Interchange Ohio 16,005 | 15,637 1.02 -368 | 15,534 1.03 -471
1-275 Kentucky US 50 Interchange 17,515 | 17,406 1.01 -109 | 17,508 1.00 -7
SR 48 : County Farm Rd Green Briar Rd 2,145 2,637 0.81 492 2,662 0.81 517
SR1 Salt Fork Rd Oberting Rd 5,435 5,408 1.00 -27 5,410 1.00 -25
SR 56 | 5th St, Aurora Ohio County Line 6,140 4,801 1.28 -1339 4,810 1.28 -1330
SR Boc Rd Ohio County Line 645 623 1.04 -22 627 1.03 -18
2?2262 Dearborn-Ripley Line Bells Branch Rd. 385 374 1.03 -11 377 1.02 -8
SR Middle Jct. Rd East Jct. Rd 3,895 4,181 0.93 286 4,179 0.93 284
358050 SR 1&I-275 Ohio State Line 6,800 6,646 1.02 -154 6,661 1.02 -139

FRATAR adjustment factors were established using the unadjusted base year and future
year results from the OKI RTDM. The ratio of future (2030) to base year (2000)
Productions and Attractions were calculated, then applied to the corresponding values in
the ODME-calibrated base year trip table via TranPlan’s ‘Fratar Model’ function. Factor
calculations and the TranPlan script can be found in Appendix Il1I.

1.2.4. Simulation of AM and PM Peak Periods

Since congestion is a significant concern along the study corridor, the study is concerned
with peak-period volumes as well as daily volumes. Estimated peak-period trip tables
were established for the base and future years for the AM and PM peak periods. Note
that the periods used here are those used by OKI and the OKI model:

AM Peak: 6:00 AM to 8:30 AM (2.5 hours)

PM Peak: 3:00 PM to 6:30 PM (3.5 hours)




IN — US 50 Bypass Analysis DRAFT December 30, 2006

The methodology used to establish peak-period trip tables is summarized below:

1. Divide daily ODME matrix by original OKI daily matrix to establish a matrix of
ODME factors

2. Combine separate matrices in each trip table for each time period, then multiply
each time period matrix by the ODME factors from (1) to achieve a matrix for
each period that is consistent with the daily ODME-calibrated matrix. This gives
the final base year trip tables for the peak periods.

3. Establish FRATAR factors for each time period by dividing the original OKI
2030 values by OKI1 2000 values for the corresponding time period.

4. FRATAR the base-year peak period matrices from (2) using the factors
established in (3). This yields the final future year trip tables for the peak periods.

Further detail, including factor calculations and TranPlan scripts, can be found in
Appendix IV.
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I1. Alternatives Modeled

Two alternative future scenarios were modeled using the OKI subarea model. These
include Alternative 5 and Alternative 8. The first, Alternative 5, demonstrates the effects
of improved capacity through downtown Lawrenceburg. The second alternative, number
8, features a bypass of US 50 to the north of Lawrenceburg.

I1.1. Alternative 5: One-way Pair, Near North

11.1.1. Scenario Set-up:

This concept involves creating a one-way couplet through downtown Lawrenceburg, with
the two one-way streets fairly close together. More generally, it represents efforts to
increase capacity through downtown Lawrenceburg. To program this alternative into the
TranPlan model, a copy of the network Subnet.all was created, and saved as
Subnet_5.sce. The following changes were made to generate the network representing
Alternative 5:
e Links representing US 50 were re-coded to be one-way westbound, beginning at
the intersection with Speedway Drive and extending 1% miles to a point 1/3 of a
mile east of SR 148 — about the location of the intersection with Old US 50.
e One-way links running eastbound were added parallel to these links and joined at
the terminal points.
e Three centroid connectors were disconnected from the existing US 50 links and
joined to the new eastbound links.
e At four locations—the three centroid connectors and the Ridge Avenue
intersection—short connectors were added to connect the eastbound and
westbound links of US 50.

Detailed network change information can be found in Appendix VI. A sketch of the
modified network is shown in Figure 3, below.

A number of capacity assumptions were made for the Alternative 5 alignment, and these
are analyzed using scenarios 5a, 5b, and 5c:

Scenario 5a is a conservative analysis, which assumes that despite the addition of
a lane in each direction, operational considerations allow only a modest
improvement in capacity, from 2320 to 2700 vph per direction, only on the one-
way links.

Scenario 5b assumes a design more successful in improving capacity, with final
capacities of 3500 vph per direction. As with Scenario 5a, only the newly-coded
one-way links are affected.

Scenario 5c represents a very aggressive campaign to improve capacity through
downtown Lawrenceburg, as well as Greendale. Capacities on the one-way
couplet links are improved to 5000 vph per direction. In addition, the segments of
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US 50 between the one-way couplet and the 1-275 ramps (e.g. the sections
through Greendale) are improved from a capacity of 2320 to 3500 vph per
direction. Finally, capacity on the easternmost segment of SR 1, between Ridge
Avenue and US 50 - a consistent bottleneck in scenarios where it is unaltered — is
improved from 1350 to 2700 vph/dir.

Figure 3 — Network for analysis of Alternative #5, One-way Pair, Near North.
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11.1.2. Results:

It should be stressed that, in the basic sub-network used for this project, the Tanners
Creek Bridge is a singular connection between two sets of the sub-model’s TAZs. All
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trips wishing to pass from one side of the sub-area to the other must use this link; there is
no alternate route. Additionally, the analysis methodology involves assigning pre-
determined trip tables to alternate networks, and excludes trip generation and distribution.
As a result, any scenario which adds capacity but no new alignment, such as Alternative
5, will not show any changes in volume on the Tanners Creek Bridge, and volume
changes on other parts of the US 50 corridor represent a shift to or from other routes.
The Tanners Creek Bridge link volumes will be the same in the scenario output as in the
base, and the sum of cordon volumes on US 50 and parallel links will also remain
constant.

The alternative 5 scenarios are nonetheless useful to show the effect that improvements in
capacity have on travel time and congested speeds. Table 3 below, shows improvements
in travel time and speed on US 50, between the intersection with Old US 50 to the west,
and the SR-1 / 1-275 interchange to the northeast.

[1.1.2.1Scenario 5a, Modest Capacity I ncrease:

If the Scenario 5a improvements had been in place in the year 2000, they would have had
only a minor impact, improving travel time and speed by only 5% westbound (WB) and
1% eastbound (EB). However, by the year 2030, the model predicts that without any
improvements, average congested speeds will fall by more than half, and travel times
more than double. With the Scenario 5a improvements in place in 2030, travel times are
24% lower and average speed 33% higher than without them, though congestion is still
markedly higher than in the 2000 scenario.

During the AM and PM peak periods, the benefits of the Scenario 5a improvements are
more pronounced in the peak directions. During the AM peak, the improvements deliver
a 38% improvement in travel time and 62% improvement in average speed in the
eastbound lanes of the Lawrenceburg / Greendale segment of US 50. During the PM
peak, the travel time and speed improvements in the westbound direction are 29% and
43%, respectively.

[1.1.2.2Scenario 5b, Intermediate Capacity | ncrease:

With the Scenario 5b improvements in place, travel time and speed in the year 2000
would have been about 6% better westbound and 4% better eastbound. With the
Scenario 5b improvements in place in 2030, travel times are 35% lower and average
speed 53% higher than without them. Congestion is considerably higher than in the 2000
scenario. During the peak periods, the benefits are again more pronounced in the peak
directions, with 47% and 89% improvements in travel time and average speed,
respectively, in the eastbound direction in the morning, and 41% and 72% improvements
westbound in the afternoon.

10
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Table 3: Travel time savings resulting from Alternative 5 improvements for Scenarios a, b, and c, along US
50 between the intersections with Old US 50 and [-275.

Eastbound / Northbound Westbound / Southbound
Year 2000 Year 2000, Daily
Do-Nothing | 5a 5b 5c Do-Nothing 5a 5b 5c
Travel Time-min 471 465 4.52 4.3 47 1 4531 445 4.25
Impr over DN n/a | -0.06 -0.2 -0.41 nfa i -0.17 -0.3 | -0.45
] Petlmpr | nfa_ 1% 4% 9% | |__ na 4% 5% _ -10%
Avg. Speed-mph 36.82  37.29 38.36  40.33 36.89  38.81 39.51  41.36
Impr over DN nfa: 0.48 15 3.51 nfa: 191 2.6 4.47
Pct Impr n/a 1% 1% 10% n/a 5% % 12%
Year 2030 Year 2030, Daily
Do-Nothing | 5a 5b 5¢c Do-Nothing 5a 5b 5c
Travel Time-min 1154 . 874 752 4.5 987 748 7.05 457
Impr over DN n/a | -2.80 -4.0 -7.04 nfa i -2.39 -2.8 1 -5.30
] Pctlmpr | _ _nfa_ -24%  -35%  -61% | |__ | na _-24%  -29% _-54%
Avg. Speed-mph 15.03 1 19.84 : 23.06 | 38.53 17.57 : 23.50 : 24.94 | 38.47
Impr over DN na  4.81 8.0 2351 nfa 5.93 7.4 20.90
Pct Impr nai 32% | 53% @ 156% nal 34% | 42% 119%
Year 2030 Year 2030, AM Peak Pd
Do-Nothing | 5a 5b 5c Do-Nothing 5a 5b 5c
Travel Time-min 1561 | 9.66 @ 8.28 4.54 1042 . 885 7.33 4.58
Impr over DN n/a | -5.95 -7.3 | -11.07 nfa i -1.57 -3.1 | -5.84
o] Petimpr | _ _ __n/a  -38%_ -47% -71% | |__ _._._._ nfa_ _-15% _ -30% . -56%
Avg. Speed-mph 11.11 £ 17.95: 20.94 : 38.19 16.64 : 19.86 : 23.98 | 38.38
Impr over DN na . 6.84 9.8 | 27.09 nfa  3.22 7.3 21.74
Pct Impr na 62% @ 89% 244% na 19% | 44% 131%
Year 2030 Year 2030, PM Peak Pd
Do-Nothing | 5a 5b 5¢c Do-Nothing 5a 5b 5¢c
Travel Time-min 931 7.66  7.04 4.46 9.74 . 6.89 574 446
Impr over DN nfa  -1.65 -2.3 -4.85 nfa  -2.85 -4.0 | -5.28
] Pctlmpr | _nfa_ -18%  -24%  -52% | | | na _-29%  -41% _ -54%
Avg. Speed-mph 18.63 | 22.64 : 24.63 | 38.88 17.80 | 25.52 : 30.63 | 39.42
Impr over DN na: 4.01 6.0  20.25 nai 771 128 2161
Pct Impr na: 22% : 32% : 109% na: 43% i 72% | 121%

[1.1.2.3Scenario 5¢, Agaressive Capacity Increases:

The Scenario 5¢ improvements lead to improvements in travel time and speed that are
significantly higher than the other scenarios. Even in the year 2000, time and speed
would have been improved by about 10% in both directions. In 2030, travel times in
Scenario 5c are 55 to 60% lower and average speeds 120 to 155% higher than in the
corresponding Do-Nothing scenario. Congestion in 2030 is only slightly worse than in
the 2000 scenario, and is in fact better than current conditions. During the peak periods,

11
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capacity is high enough to accommodate the peak direction traffic without significant
impact on highway performance.

11.1.2.4Ridge Avenue

Travelers seeking an alternate route to US 50 through Greendale and/or Lawrenceburg
may use Ridge Avenue, which intersects US 50 just to the east of the Tanners Creek
Bridge, and joins State Route 1 about a third of a mile west of US 50 and the 1-275
entrance ramps. Those bound to or from 1-275 would use the one-third mile segment of
SR 1 as part of the bypass as well; those bound westward on SR 1 would relieve traffic
from the easternmost segment of SR 1 by using this alternate route. Depending on the
policy goals for Ridge Ave, it may be worthwhile to consider the effects of the scenarios
on volume carried by Ridge Avenue.

Improving capacity on US 50 through Lawrenceburg has the effect of reducing traffic on
Ridge Avenue, and diverting it back to US 50. In scenario 5a, the effect is negligible,
with less than a percent of traffic removed from Ridge Ave. in some time periods. In
Scenario 5b, year 2030 traffic on Ridge Ave falls between 3 and 5% from the do-nothing
levels, while in Scenario 5c¢, about 20% of do-nothing traffic is diverted back to US 50.

These findings should be kept in mind when reviewing Table 3 (above). The travel times
and speeds reflect not just an increase in capacity, but also a countervailing increase in
volume due to diversion of Ridge Avenue traffic.

11.2.  Alternative 8: SR 1 to SR 48 Connector (Nowlin Ave.)
11.2.1. Scenario Set-up:

This concept involves creating a new roadway between SR 48 and SR 1 to the north of
Lawrenceburg. To program this alternative into the TranPlan model, a copy of the
network Subnet.all was created, and saved as Subnet_8.sce. To produce the Alternative 8
network, two links were added:

e The principal new link in this scenario connects SR 1 to SR 48. It begins about 2.75
miles north of US 50 along SR 48, and terminates 0.63 miles northwest of Ridge Ave
along SR 1. Its length is 1.64 miles.

e The second new link connects SR 48 to SR 50, approximately one third of a mile to
the west of the current interchange. This link is 0.17 miles long and serves to cut off
the circuitous route SR 48 follows northward from its origin with US 50.)

Two scenarios were established, representing versions of Alternative 8 with different
capacity and speed assumptions for the Bypass Alignment.

In Scenario 8a, the new links were both coded with assumed free-flow speeds of
42 mph and capacities of 1350 vph per direction. This scenario demonstrates the
effects of keeping SR 48 and SR 1 designed as they currently are, and adding a
link between them with similar capacity.

12
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Scenario 8b features higher assumed speeds and capacities on the entire bypass
alignment, from the intersection of SR 48 and US 50 to the intersection of SR 1
with US 50. Free-flow speeds of 60 mph and capacities of 2700 vph per direction
are assumed. This is occasionally referred to as the “Faster Bypass” scenario,
while the other is referred to as the “Slower Bypass.” Scenario 8b demonstrates
the effects of improving the capacity and design speeds of SR 48 and SR 1, and
adding a high-capacity connector between them.

Detailed network change information for both bypass scenarios can be found in Appendix
VI. A sketch of the modified network is shown in Figure 4, below.

Figure 4 — Network for analysis of Alternative #8, SR 1 to SR 48 Connector (Nowlin Ave.). This image
represents both fast and slow scenarios; the scenarios differ in their link attributes. The new bypass
roadway is indicated with an arrow on the image.

/ m———  Bypass Alignment

11.2.2. Scenario Results:

The Alternative 8 scenarios (slow and fast) represent a situation where the Tanner’s
Creek Bridge is no longer a singular connection between two areas of the sub-model.
Therefore, diversion from US 50 in Lawrenceburg is possible. Nonetheless, the sum of
volumes on the Tanners Creek Bridge and new Bypass links will equal the total volume
on the Tanners Creek Bridge link in a corresponding ‘Do-Nothing’ scenario.

13
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[1.2.2.1 Volumes

Both the fast and slow Bypass scenarios succeed at removing a margin of traffic from US
50 in downtown Lawrenceburg. Table 4 shows daily volumes at various key points in
the study area, as predicted by do-nothing, fast bypass, and slow bypass scenarios in 2000
and 2030. The table demonstrates a number of observations:

DRAFT

December 30, 2006

On the critical Tanners Creek Bride link, the slower bypass is predicted to remove
about 4,400 daily trips, or about 10.5%, from the anticipated 2030 volume. The faster
bypass is predicted to remove another ~2,200 daily trips, for a reduction of 14%.
Farther east on the opposite side of Lawrenceburg, the faster bypass removes over
15% of ‘Do-nothing’ traffic, while the slower alternative removes only about 3.5%.
This large difference is compensated partially by higher volumes on Ridge Ave in the
fast bypass scenario, which reflect differing equilibrium assignments in the two
scenarios. To some extent, though, this difference indicates that the faster, higher-
capacity roadway induces trips originating in Lawrenceburg to go the longer way
around to reach some destinations along SR 48 and SR 148, while in the slower
bypass scenario, these trips still use the Tanners Creek Bridge.

On US 50 just west of SR 148, traffic is slightly higher with the bypass than without
it. This is because traffic coming through Aurora and bound for locations along SR
48, which had traveled up SR 148, now takes US 50 to SR 48. This is due not to the
main bypass link, but to the new, westward connection between US 50 and SR 48.

Table 4: Traffic volumes at key locations in the US 50 corridor, for Alternative 8 scenarios a and b, as

compared to traffic counts and corresponding Do-Nothing volumes.

Traffic || Do Do || 60 mph 60 mph | | 42 mph
Count || Nothing Nothing | | Bypass Bypass Bypass
(2001) 2000 2030 (8b) 2000 | (8b) 2030 (8a) 2030
Location
US 50 West of IN 48
35,550 33,891 49,973 34,569 50,575 50,040
US 50 Tanners Creek
Bridge 41,930 41,916 60,856 36,595 52,182 54,414
us 50 Bet. Argosy
Pkwy & 34,950
I-275 Ramps 34,373 47,806 30,733 40,509 46,180
US 50 East of IN 1
13,600 14,848 25,778 14,848 25,778 25,778
1-275 Entrance/Exit Unknown
Ramps 47,450 76,869 47,450 76,869 76,869
By- N of IN US 50
pass @IN1 13,970 20,121 32,427 24,273 39,662 34,112
By- New Segment N/A
pass - - 5,321 8,674 6,442
By- N of US50 @
pass IN 48 12,640 12,203 15,913 7,560 8,547 9,538
Ridge SofSR1(N Unknown
Ave end) 12,255 22,137 10,714 21,006 17,451
Ridge N of US 50 (S. Unknown
Ave end) 11,877 20,057 10,213 18,511 15,552

14
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e Despite the substantial use of the bypass, traffic on SR 48 near its junction with US
50 (but before the split between old and new intersecting links) actually falls with the
bypass in place. This speaks to the traffic demand pattern. The bypass link serves
almost exclusively to carry traffic generated by / attracted to areas north of US 50,
along Sirs 48 and 148 (TAZs 4-7, and 26), and points outside the study area to the
northwest on SR 48. The total traffic exchanged between these locations and the
vicinity of the 1-275 ramps now uses the bypass, and no longer has to endure the
congestion on US 50 through Lawrenceburg.

e These results are also observed when the AM and PM peak periods are analyzed, and
as one would expect, they tend to be more pronounced in the peak directions. For
detail on the peak period volumes, see Appendix VII.

11.2.2.2Through Trips

As mentioned in the last point above, the new bypass alignment serves mostly local
traffic originating in areas north of US 50, along Sirs 48 and 148. In fact, a select link
analysis indicates that the slower bypass link carries no through traffic at all. The faster
alignment is projected to carry some through trips, particularly during peak periods. In
the AM peak, about 230 of the projected 1,175 trips eastbound on the fast bypass are
through trips. This is almost 20%. In the non-peak direction the percentage of through
trips is about 50 trips, for 5% of bypass use in that direction. In the PM period, the
projected through trip percentages are only 6.5% in the peak direction and under 5% in
the off-peak.

[1.2.2.3Travel Times

Table 5 shows the congested travel times and speeds for the Daily, AM Peak, and PM
Peak scenarios for Alternative 8, in both the base and future years, compared to
corresponding “do-nothing” scenarios. The table shows that if Scenario 8b (the faster
bypass) had been in place in the year 2000, it would have had a moderate impact,
improving travel time and speed by 6 and 8% in each direction. By the year 2030, the
model predicts that without any improvements, average congested speeds will fall by
more than half, and travel times more than double. With the Scenario 8b bypass in place
in 2030, travel times are about 40% lower and average speed is higher by 70%,
westbound, and 80%, eastbound, than without them. Congestion is somewhat higher in
Scenario 8b than in the base (2000 Do-Nothing) scenario, but is much closer to the base
values than the 2030 do-nothing values.

During the AM and PM peak periods, the congestion benefits of the Fast Bypass (8b) are
more pronounced in the peak directions, and are greater than the percentage
improvements in the daily scenario. During the AM peak, the Scenario 8b improvements
deliver a 46% improvement in travel time and 85% improvement in average speed in the
eastbound lanes of the Lawrenceburg / Greendale segment of US 50. During the PM
peak, the travel time and speed improvements in the westbound direction are 26% and
36%, respectively.
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The Fast Bypass scenario delivers better travel time savings in downtown Lawrenceburg
than Scenario 5, which directly improves capacity on US 50. This may or may not reflect
reality since, as noted, Scenario 5 assumes only a moderate increase in traffic capacity,
from 2320 to 2700 vph in each direction.

Table 5: Travel time savings resulting from Alternative 8 improvements for Scenarios a and b, along US 50
between the intersections with Old US 50 and 1-275.

UsS 50 Eastbound / Northbound Westbound / Southbound
Year 2000 Year 2000, Daily
Do-Nothing 8a 8h Do-Nothing 8a 8h
Travel Time (min) 471 467 441 470 | 4.62 4.4
Impr over DN n/a : -0.04 : -0.30 n/a : -0.08 | -0.30
_PctimproverDN | _nla_ _-1%  __ -6% | |______. nfa_ _: 2%_ _ 6% |
Avg Speed (mph) 36.82  37.13 | 39.32 36.89  38.05 : 39.95
Impr over DN nai 032 250 nai 116 : 3.06
Pct Impr over DN n/a 1% 7% n/a 3% 8%
Year 2030 Year 2030, Daily
Do-Nothing 8a 8h Do-Nothing 8a 8h
Travel Time (min) 1154 889 @ 6.42 9.87  7.54 5.9
Impr over DN nfa: -2.65: -512 nfa : -2.33 : -3.97
PctimproverDN | __ _ _ _nfa_ -23%  _-44% | | _ _ _ _ _ nfa__ -24%_ _-40% |
Avg Speed (mph) 15.03 | 19.51 ' 27.01 17.57 | 23.32  29.80
Impr over DN nfa: 448 :11.98 nfa: 5.75:12.23
Pct Impr over DN na: 30% : 80% na: 33%: 70%
Year 2030 Year 2030, AM Peak Pd
Do-Nothing 8a 8b Do-Nothing 8a 8b
Travel Time (min) 16.39 1158 | 8.88 790 . 6.69 @ 6.25
Impr over DN nfa: -481: -751 nfa: -1.21: -1.65
PctimproverDN | _ _nfa_ -29%  _-46% | | _ _ _ _ _ nfa__ -15%_ -21% |
Avg Speed (mph) 11.90  16.84  21.96 24.68 29.15  31.20
Impr over DN 4.94 : 10.06 na : 4.46 6.52
Pct Impr over DN 42% i 85% na: 18% : 26%
Year 2030 Year 2030, PM Peak Pd
Do-Nothing 8a 8b Do-Nothing 8a 8b
Travel Time (min) 8.33 . 6.86  6.52 1053 . 857 7.84
Impr over DN nfa i -1.47  -1.81 nfa i -1.96 @ -2.69
PctimproverDN | __ _ _ _nfa_ -18%  _-22% | | _ _ _ _ _ nfa__ -19%_ _-26% |
Avg Speed (mph) 23.41 28.43  29.91 18.52  23.03  25.18
Impr over DN na : 5.02 6.50 na: 4.52 6.66
Pct Impr over DN na: 21% : 28% na: 24% : 36%
11.2.2.4Ridge Ave

As discussed earlier, Ridge Avenue serves as an alternate route to US 50 through
Greendale and/or Lawrenceburg, from the east side of the Tanners Creek Bridge to the I-
275 entrance ramps. Scenario 8a has the impact one would anticipate on Ridge Ave;
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volumes drop as trips are displaced to the Bypass link or to US 50. In the 2030 scenario,
daily traffic on Ridge Ave. is about 20% lower than in the corresponding Do-Nothing
scenario.

The faster bypass scenario (8b) shows a surprising result. Although the faster bypass
carries more volume than the slower bypass, Ridge Avenue also carries more volume in
the faster bypass scenario than in the slower. This indicates that the fast bypass is
attractive enough to divert trips from generators at or near the southern end of Ridge
Avenue which would otherwise use the US 50 bridge across Tanners Creek. These trips
instead find it more expedient to follow Ridge Avenue to State Route 1 to the new
Bypass link, to reach their destinations.

11.3.  Comparison of Alternatives 5 and 8

Two basic alternatives improvements to the US 50 corridor have been examined.
Alternative 5 involves adding capacity to US 50 through downtown Lawrenceburg,
without adding any substantial new alignment to the study area. Three scenarios of this
alternative have been analyzed, representing low, medium, and high capacity
improvements.

Alternative 8 involves adding a new link connecting State Route 48 and State Route 1 to
the north of Lawrenceburg. This would create a second bridge across Tanners Creek, and
an alternate route to US 50 through Lawrenceburg. Two scenarios of this alternative
were created, which represent a slower, lower-capacity alignment, and a faster, higher-
capacity alternative.

Travel time savings and speed improvements through Lawrenceburg were studied and the
improvements shown in Tables 3 (p. 11) and 5 (p. 16). Scenario 5c, which represents an
aggressive increase in capacity along US 50 through Lawrenceburg and Greendale,
shows the best improvements, with projected 2030 travel times and speeds more
favorable than even current conditions. However, this scenario represents capacity
improvements that are very high and probably infeasible.

The scenario with the next highest travel time improvements is Scenario 8b, the faster
bypass scenario. This is noteworthy, because this scenario removes local traffic and a
small number of through trips from the US 50 corridor, yet leads to better travel time
improvements on US 50 through Lawrenceburg than a 50% improvement of capacity on
the affected sections would. This scenario also reduces AADT on southern sections of
State Route 48 (due to diversion to the bypass link), and creates a second crossing of
Tanners Creek.

Even a modestly designed bypass (represented in Scenario 8a), which carries exclusively

local traffic, performs as well as modest capacity improvements (Scenario 5a) in reducing
travel time through Lawrenceburg.
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Appendix I: TranPlan code for Sub-model Creation

Sub-model Process 1:

Combine purposes from final vehicle trip-table output of the full OKI RTDM (vehtrp.tp)
to generate all-vehicle trip table. Then load network (Equilibrium Hwy Load) with
vehicle trip table and create loaded history files (SELHsub.tp) for further analysis.

(Note tp = Time Period = {am, md, pm, nt})

$matrix manipulate
$files
input file = tmanl, user id = $vehtrp.am$
output file = tman2, user id = $vehtrp2.am$
$headers
Combined auto and truck trips
$data
tman2,tl
tman2,t2
$end tp function
$SYS ECHO ########## LOADING HIGHWAY NETWORK ###H###H
$SYS ECHO ######  Equilibrium Assignment ###H##HH#HHH#H
$EQUILIBRIUM HIGHWAY LOAD

tmanl,tl
tmanl,t2 + tmanl,t3 + tmanl,t4 + tmanl,t5

$FILES
INPUT FILE = HWYNET, USER ID = $hwynet.am$
INPUT FILE = HWYTRIP, USER ID = $vehtrp2.am$
INPUT FILE = TRNDATA, USER ID = $turnpen.txt$

OUTPUT FILE
OUTPUT FILE
$HEADERS
OKI/MVRPC TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING MODEL
AM Peak LOS E Assignment - Time and Distance
HIGHWAY ASSIGNMENT

LODHIST, USER ID
SELHIST, USER ID

$loadSub.am$
$SELHsub .am$

$OPTIONS
TURN FILE
$PARAMETERS
damping factor = 0.5
eps = 0.02
equilibrium iterations = 50
confac = 0.53
time factor = 0.414
distance factor = 0.46
selected modes = 1-2
Load selected links = 10855-8982, 11068-11069, 8983-10860, 10823-
10824, 6416-10590, 10596-10597, 2475-3234,
2474-6445, 2473-6358, 2472-6357, 10610-10611, 3233-10096
One way selected links = 10855-8982, 11068-11069, 8983-10860,
10823-10824, 6416-10590, 10590-6416, 10596-10597,
10597-10596, 2475-3234, 3234-2475, 2474-6445, 6445-2474, 2473-
6358, 6358-2473, 2472-6357, 6357-2472, 10610-10611,
10611-10610, 3233-10096, 10096-3233
$DATA
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 1, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9999)
(0.60,0.9967)
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(0.80,0.9675)
(1.00,0.8333)
(1.20,0.5376)
(1.40,0.2531)
(1.60,0.1043)
(1.80,0.0434)
(2.00,0.0192)
(2.20,0.0090)
(2.40,0.0045)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 2, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9989)
(0.60,0.9707)
(0.80,0.7601)
(1.00,0.3390)
(1.20,0.1038)
(1.40,0.0319)
(1.60,0.0110)
(1.80,0.0042)
(2.00,0.0018)
(2.20,0.0008)
(2.40,0.0004)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 3, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,0.9989)
(0.40,0.9733)
(0.60,0.8459)
(0.80,0.5888)
(1.00,0.3356)
(1.20,0.1773)
(1.40,0.0950)
(1.60,0.0533)
(1.80,0.0314)
(2.00,0.0195)
(2.20,0.0126)
(2.40,0.0084)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 4, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9973)
(0.60,0.9523)
(0.80,0.7169)
(1.00,0.3378)
(1.20,0.1211)
(1.40,0.0436)
(1.60,0.0172)
(1.80,0.0074)
(2.00,0.0035)
(2.20,0.0018)
(2.40,0.0009)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 5, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,0.9999)
(0.40,0.9906)
(0.60,0.8979)
(0.80,0.6020)
(1.00,0.2786)
(1.20,0.1123)
(1.40,0.0469)
(1.60,0.0213)
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(1.80,0.0105)
(2.00,0.0055)
(2.20,0.0031)
(2.40,0.0018)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 7, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9999)
(0.60,0.9967)
(0.80,0.9675)
(1.00,0.8333)
(1.20,0.5376)
(1.40,0.2531)
(1.60,0.1043)
(1.80,0.0434)
(2.00,0.0192)
(2.20,0.0090)
(2.40,0.0045)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 8, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9999)
(0.60,0.9967)
(0.80,0.9675)
(1.00,0.8333)
(1.20,0.5376)
(1.40,0.2531)
(1.60,0.1043)
(1.80,0.0434)
(2.00,0.0192)
(2.20,0.0090)
(2.40,0.0045)
$END TP FUNCTION
$matrix manipulate
$files
input file = tmanl, user id = $vehtrp.md$
output file = tman2, user id = $vehtrp2.md$
$headers
Combined auto and truck trips
$data
tman2,tl
tman2,t2
$end tp function
$EQUILIBRIUM HIGHWAY LOAD

tmanl,tl
tmanl,t2 + tmanl,t3 + tmanl,t4 + tmanl,tb5

$FILES
INPUT FILE = HWYNET, USER ID = $hwynet.md$
INPUT FILE = HWYTRIP, USER ID = $vehtrp2.md$
INPUT FILE = TRNDATA, USER ID = $turnpen.txt$

OUTPUT FILE = LODHIST, USER ID = $loadSub.md$
OUTPUT FILE = SELHIST, USER ID = $SELHsub.md$
$HEADERS
MVRPC/0K1 TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING MODEL
Midday LOS E Assignment - Time and Distance
HIGHWAY ASSIGNMENT
$OPTIONS
TURN FILE
$PARAMETERS
damping factor = 0.5
eps = 0.02
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equilibrium iterations = 30
confac = 0.23
time factor = 0.414
distance factor = 0.46
selected modes = 1-2
Load selected links = 10855-8982, 11068-11069, 8983-10860, 10823-
10824, 6416-10590, 10596-10597, 2475-3234,
2474-6445, 2473-6358, 2472-6357, 10610-10611, 3233-10096
One way selected links = 10855-8982, 11068-11069, 8983-10860,
10823-10824, 6416-10590, 10590-6416, 10596-10597,
10597-10596, 2475-3234, 3234-2475, 2474-6445, 6445-2474, 2473-
6358, 6358-2473, 2472-6357, 6357-2472, 10610-10611,
10611-10610, 3233-10096, 10096-3233
$DATA
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 1, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9999)
(0.60,0.9967)
(0.80,0.9675)
(1.00,0.8333)
(1.20,0.5376)
(1.40,0.2531)
(1.60,0.1043)
(1.80,0.0434)
(2.00,0.0192)
(2.20,0.0090)
(2.40,0.0045)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 2, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9989)
(0.60,0.9707)
(0.80,0.7601)
(1.00,0.3390)
(1.20,0.1038)
(1.40,0.0319)
(1.60,0.0110)
(1.80,0.0042)
(2.00,0.0018)
(2.20,0.0008)
(2.40,0.0004)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 3, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,0.9989)
(0.40,0.9733)
(0.60,0.8459)
(0.80,0.5888)
(1.00,0.3356)
(1.20,0.1773)
(1.40,0.0950)
(1.60,0.0533)
(1.80,0.0314)
(2.00,0.0195)
(2.20,0.0126)
(2.40,0.0084)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 4, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9973)
(0.60,0.9523)

21



IN — US 50 Bypass Analysis DRA

ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 5, XYDATA=(O.
(.
(.
(.
(.
Q1.
Q1.

$END TP FUNCTION
$matrix manipulate

$files
input file = tmanl, user id = $vehtrp.pm$
output file = tman2, user id = $vehtrp2.pm$
$headers
Combined auto and truck trips
$data

tman2,tl = tmanl,tl
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FT

.80,0.
.00,0.
.20,0.
.40,0.
.60,0.
.80,0.
.00,0.
.20,0
.40,0.

01,1.
20,0.
40,0.
60,0.
80,0.
00,0.
20,0.

.40,0.
.60,0.
.80,0.
.00,0.
.20,0.
.40,0.
.01,1
.20,1.
.40,0.
.60,0.
.80,0.
.00,0.
.20,0
.40,0.
.60,0.
.80,0.
.00,0.
.20,0.
.40,0.
.01,1.
.20,1.
.40,0
.60,0.
.80,0.
.00,0.
.20,0.
.40,0.
.60,0.
.80,0.
.00,0.
.20,0.
.40,0.

7169)
3378)
1211)
0436)
0172)
0074)
0035)

.0018)

0009)
0000)
9999)
9906)
8979)
6020)
2786)
1123)
0469)
0213)
0105)
0055)
0031)
0018)

.0000)

0000)
9999)
9967)
9675)
8333)

.5376)

2531)
1043)
0434)
0192)
0090)
0045)
0000)
0000)

.9999)

9967)
9675)
8333)
5376)
2531)
1043)
0434)
0192)
0090)
0045)
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tman2,t2 = tmanl,t2 + tmanl,t3 + tmanl,t4 + tmanl,t5
$end tp function
$EQUILIBRIUM HIGHWAY LOAD

$FILES
INPUT FILE = HWYNET, USER ID = $hwynet.pm$
INPUT FILE = HWYTRIP, USER ID = $vehtrp2.pm$
INPUT FILE = TRNDATA, USER ID = $turnpen.txt$

OUTPUT FILE
OUTPUT FILE
$HEADERS

LODHIST, USER ID
SELHIST, USER ID

$loadSub.pm$
$SELHsub . pm$

MVRPC/0K1 TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING MODEL
PM Peak LOS E Assignment - Time and Distance
HIGHWAY ASSIGNMENT
$OPTIONS
TURN FILE
$PARAMETERS
damping factor = 0.5
eps = 0.02
equilibrium iterations = 50
confac = 0.35
time factor = 0.414
distance factor = 0.46
selected modes = 1-2
Load selected links = 10855-8982, 11068-11069, 8983-10860, 10823-
10824, 6416-10590, 10596-10597, 2475-3234,
2474-6445, 2473-6358, 2472-6357, 10610-10611, 3233-10096
One way selected links = 10855-8982, 11068-11069, 8983-10860,
10823-10824, 6416-10590, 10590-6416, 10596-10597,
10597-10596, 2475-3234, 3234-2475, 2474-6445, 6445-2474, 2473-
6358, 6358-2473, 2472-6357, 6357-2472, 10610-10611,
10611-10610, 3233-10096, 10096-3233
$DATA
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 1, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9999)
(0.60,0.9967)
(0.80,0.9675)
(1.00,0.8333)
(1.20,0.5376)
(1.40,0.2531)
(1.60,0.1043)
(1.80,0.0434)
(2.00,0.0192)
(2.20,0.0090)
(2.40,0.0045)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 2, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9989)
(0.60,0.9707)
(0.80,0.7601)
(1.00,0.3390)
(1.20,0.1038)
(1.40,0.0319)
(1.60,0.0110)
(1.80,0.0042)
(2.00,0.0018)
(2.20,0.0008)
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(2.40,0.0004)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 3, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,0.9989)
(0.40,0.9733)
(0.60,0.8459)
(0.80,0.5888)
(1.00,0.3356)
(1.20,0.1773)
(1.40,0.0950)
(1.60,0.0533)
(1.80,0.0314)
(2.00,0.0195)
(2.20,0.0126)
(2.40,0.0084)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 4, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9973)
(0.60,0.9523)
(0.80,0.7169)
(1.00,0.3378)
(1.20,0.1211)
(1.40,0.0436)
(1.60,0.0172)
(1.80,0.0074)
(2.00,0.0035)
(2.20,0.0018)
(2.40,0.0009)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 5, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,0.9999)
(0.40,0.9906)
(0.60,0.8979)
(0.80,0.6020)
(1.00,0.2786)
(1.20,0.1123)
(1.40,0.0469)
(1.60,0.0213)
(1.80,0.0105)
(2.00,0.0055)
(2.20,0.0031)
(2.40,0.0018)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 7, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9999)
(0.60,0.9967)
(0.80,0.9675)
(1.00,0.8333)
(1.20,0.5376)
(1.40,0.2531)
(1.60,0.1043)
(1.80,0.0434)
(2.00,0.0192)
(2.20,0.0090)
(2.40,0.0045)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 8, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9999)
(0.60,0.9967)
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(0.80,0.
(1.00,0.
(1.20,0.
(1.40,0.
(1.60,0.
(1.80,0.
(2.00,0.
(2.20,0.
(2.40,0.

$END TP FUNCTION

$matrix manipulate

$files
input file = tmanl, user id = $vehtrp.nt$
output file = tman2, user id = $vehtrp2.nt$
$headers
Combined auto and truck trips
$data
tman2,tl = tmanl,tl
tman2,t2 =

$end tp function
$EQUILIBRIUM HIGHWAY LOAD

9675)
8333)
5376)
2531)
1043)
0434)
0192)
0090)
0045)

$FILES
INPUT FILE = HWYNET, USER ID = $hwynet.md$
INPUT FILE = HWYTRIP, USER ID = $vehtrp2.nt$
INPUT FILE = TRNDATA, USER ID = $turnpen.txt$

OUTPUT FILE
OUTPUT FILE
$HEADERS

LODHIST, USER 1D
SELHIST, USER 1D

MVRPC/0OK1 TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING MODEL
Night LOS E Assignment - Time and Distance

HIGHWAY ASSIGNMENT
$OPTIONS
TURN FILE

$PARAMETERS

damping factor = 0.5

eps = 0.02

equilibrium iterations = 30

confac = 0.36

time factor = 0.414

distance factor = 0.46

selected modes = 1-2

$loadSub.nt$
$SELHsub.nt$

December 30, 2006

tmanl,t2 + tmanl,t3 + tmanl,t4 + tmanl,t5

Load selected links = 10855-8982, 11068-11069, 8983-10860, 10823-

10824, 6416-10590, 10596-10597, 2475-3234,

2474-6445, 2473-6358, 2472-6357, 10610-10611, 3233-10096
One way selected links = 10855-8982,

10597-10596, 2475-3234, 3234-2475,

10611-10610, 3233-10096, 10096-3233
$DATA

ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 1, XYDATA=(0.01,1.

(0.20,1.

(0.40,0.

(0.60,0.

(0.80,0.

(1.00,0.

(1.20,0.

25

0000)
0000)
9999)
9967)
9675)
8333)
5376)

11068-11069, 8983-10860,
10823-10824, 6416-10590, 10590-6416, 10596-10597,
2474-6445,
6358, 6358-2473, 2472-6357, 6357-2472, 10610-10611,

6445-2474, 2473-
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(1.40,0.2531)
(1.60,0.1043)
(1.80,0.0434)
(2.00,0.0192)
(2.20,0.0090)
(2.40,0.0045)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 2, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9989)
(0.60,0.9707)
(0.80,0.7601)
(1.00,0.3390)
(1.20,0.1038)
(1.40,0.0319)
(1.60,0.0110)
(1.80,0.0042)
(2.00,0.0018)
(2.20,0.0008)
(2.40,0.0004)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 3, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,0.9989)
(0.40,0.9733)
(0.60,0.8459)
(0.80,0.5888)
(1.00,0.3356)
(1.20,0.1773)
(1.40,0.0950)
(1.60,0.0533)
(1.80,0.0314)
(2.00,0.0195)
(2.20,0.0126)
(2.40,0.0084)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 4, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,1.0000)
(0.40,0.9973)
(0.60,0.9523)
(0.80,0.7169)
(1.00,0.3378)
(1.20,0.1211)
(1.40,0.0436)
(1.60,0.0172)
(1.80,0.0074)
(2.00,0.0035)
(2.20,0.0018)
(2.40,0.0009)
ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 5, XYDATA=(0.01,1.0000)
(0.20,0.9999)
(0.40,0.9906)
(0.60,0.8979)
(0.80,0.6020)
(1.00,0.2786)
(1.20,0.1123)
(1.40,0.0469)
(1.60,0.0213)
(1.80,0.0105)
(2.00,0.0055)
(2.20,0.0031)

26



IN — US 50 Bypass Analysis

DRAFT

Q.

ASSIGNMENT GROUP = 7, XYDATA=(O.

$END TP FUNCTION
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Sub-model Process 2:
Create sub-area trip table using all-vehicle trip table (vehtrp2.tp) and selected-link history
(SELHsub.tp) files generated in Process 1.

$EXTRACT SUBAREA TRIP TABLE

$FILES
INPUT FILE = VOLUME, USER ID = $vehtrp2.am$
INPUT FILE = SELHIST, USER ID = $SELHsub.am$

OUTPUT FILE = SUBVOL, USER ID =
$HEADERS
OKI/MVRPC TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING MODEL
AM Peak - US 50, Lawrenceburg, IN, SubArea Analysis
$PARAMETERS
NUMBER OF INTERNAL ZONES = 22
NUMBER OF STATIONS = 10
$DATA
INTERNAL ZONE CORRESPONDENCE = 1551-1, 1552-2, 1553-3, 1554-4, 1555-
5, 1556-6, 1557-7, 1558-8, 1559-9, 1560-10, 1561-11, 1562-12, 1563-
13, 1564-14, 1565-15, 1580-16, 1583-17, 1584-18, 1585-19, 1586-20,
1587-21, 1608-22
ENTRY STATION=23, LINK=3233-10096
ENTRY STATION=24, LINK=10855-8982
ENTRY STATION=25, LINK=11068-11069
ENTRY STATION=26, LINK=6416-10590
ENTRY STATION=27, LINK=10596-10597
ENTRY STATION=28, LINK=2475-3234
ENTRY STATION=29, LINK=2474-6445
ENTRY STATION=30, LINK=2473-6358
ENTRY STATION=31, LINK=2472-6357
ENTRY STATION=32, LINK=10611-10610
EXIT STATION=23, LINK=10096-3233
EXIT STATION=24, LINK=8983-10860
EXIT STATION=25, LINK=10823-10824
EXIT STATION=26, LINK=10590-6416
EXIT STATION=27, LINK=10597-10596
EXIT STATION=28, LINK=3234-2475
EXIT STATION=29, LINK=6445-2474
EXIT STATION=30, LINK=6358-2473
EXIT STATION=31, LINK=6357-2472
EXIT STATION=32, LINK=10610-10611
$END TP FUNCTION
$EXTRACT SUBAREA TRIP TABLE

$SUbAM . trp$

$FILES
INPUT FILE = VOLUME, USER ID = $vehtrp2.md$
INPUT FILE = SELHIST, USER ID = $SELHsub.md$

OUTPUT FILE = SUBVOL, USER ID
$HEADERS
OKI/MVRPC TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING MODEL
Midday - US 50, Lawrenceburg, IN, SubArea Analysis
$PARAMETERS
NUMBER OF INTERNAL ZONES = 22
NUMBER OF STATIONS = 10
$DATA
INTERNAL ZONE CORRESPONDENCE = 1551-1, 1552-2, 1553-3, 1554-4, 1555-
5, 1556-6, 1557-7, 1558-8, 1559-9, 1560-10, 1561-11, 1562-12, 1563-

$SubMD . trp$
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13, 1564-14, 1565-15,
1587-21, 1608-22
ENTRY STATION=23,
ENTRY STATION=24,
ENTRY STATION=25,
ENTRY STATION=26,
ENTRY STATION=27,
ENTRY STATION=28,
ENTRY STATION=29,
ENTRY STATION=30,
ENTRY STATION=31,
ENTRY STATION=32,
EXIT STATION=23,
EXIT STATION=24,
EXIT STATION=25,
EXIT STATION=26,
EXIT STATION=27,
EXIT STATION=28,
EXIT STATION=29,
EXIT STATION=30,
EXIT STATION=31,
EXIT STATION=32,
$END TP FUNCTION
$EXTRACT SUBAREA TRIP TABLE
$FILES
INPUT FILE = VOLUME, USER ID = $vehtrp2.pm$
INPUT FILE = SELHIST, USER ID = $SELHsub.pm$
OUTPUT FILE = SUBVOL, USER ID = $SubPM.trp$
$HEADERS
OKI/MVRPC TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING MODEL
PM Peak - US 50, Lawrenceburg,
$PARAMETERS
NUMBER OF INTERNAL ZONES = 22
NUMBER OF STATIONS = 10
$DATA
INTERNAL ZONE CORRESPONDENCE = 1551-1, 1552-2,
5, 1556-6, 1557-7, 1558-8, 1559-9, 1560-10,
13, 1564-14, 1565-15, 1580-16, 1583-17, 1584-18,
1587-21, 1608-22
ENTRY STATION=23,
ENTRY STATION=24,
ENTRY STATION=25,
ENTRY STATION=26,
ENTRY STATION=27,
ENTRY STATION=28,
ENTRY STATION=29,
ENTRY STATION=30,
ENTRY STATION=31,
ENTRY STATION=32,
EXIT STATION=23,
EXIT STATION=24,
EXIT STATION=25,
EXIT STATION=26,
EXIT STATION=27,
EXIT STATION=28,
EXIT STATION=29,
EXIT STATION=30,

1580-16, 1583-17, 1584-18,
LINK=3233-10096
LINK=10855-8982
LINK=11068-11069
LINK=6416-10590
LINK=10596-10597
LINK=2475-3234
LINK=2474-6445
LINK=2473-6358
LINK=2472-6357
LINK=10611-10610

LINK=10096-3233

LINK=8983-10860

LINK=10823-10824

LINK=10590-6416

LINK=10597-10596

LINK=3234-2475

LINK=6445-2474

LINK=6358-2473

LINK=6357-2472

LINK=10610-10611

LINK=3233-10096
LINK=10855-8982
LINK=11068-11069
LINK=6416-10590
LINK=10596-10597
LINK=2475-3234
LINK=2474-6445
LINK=2473-6358
LINK=2472-6357
LINK=10611-10610
LINK=10096-3233

L INK=8983-10860
LINK=10823-10824
LINK=10590-6416
LINK=10597-10596
LINK=3234-2475
LINK=6445-2474
LINK=6358-2473
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EXIT STATION=31, LINK=6357-2472
EXIT STATION=32, LINK=10610-10611
$END TP FUNCTION
$EXTRACT SUBAREA TRIP TABLE

$FILES
INPUT FILE = VOLUME, USER ID = $vehtrp2.nt$
INPUT FILE = SELHIST, USER ID = $SELHsub.nt$

OUTPUT FILE = SUBVOL, USER ID
$HEADERS
OKI/MVRPC TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING MODEL
Night - US 50, Lawrenceburg, IN, SubArea Analysis
$PARAMETERS
NUMBER OF INTERNAL ZONES = 22
NUMBER OF STATIONS = 10
$DATA
INTERNAL ZONE CORRESPONDENCE = 1551-1, 1552-2, 1553-3, 1554-4, 1555-
5, 1556-6, 1557-7, 1558-8, 1559-9, 1560-10, 1561-11, 1562-12, 1563-
13, 1564-14, 1565-15, 1580-16, 1583-17, 1584-18, 1585-19, 1586-20,
1587-21, 1608-22
ENTRY STATION=23, LINK=3233-10096
ENTRY STATION=24, LINK=10855-8982
ENTRY STATION=25, LINK=11068-11069
ENTRY STATION=26, LINK=6416-10590
ENTRY STATION=27, LINK=10596-10597
ENTRY STATION=28, LINK=2475-3234
ENTRY STATION=29, LINK=2474-6445
ENTRY STATION=30, LINK=2473-6358
ENTRY STATION=31, LINK=2472-6357
ENTRY STATION=32, LINK=10611-10610
EXIT STATION=23, LINK=10096-3233
EXIT STATION=24, LINK=8983-10860
EXIT STATION=25, LINK=10823-10824
EXIT STATION=26, LINK=10590-6416
EXIT STATION=27, LINK=10597-10596
EXIT STATION=28, LINK=3234-2475
EXIT STATION=29, LINK=6445-2474
EXIT STATION=30, LINK=6358-2473
EXIT STATION=31, LINK=6357-2472
EXIT STATION=32, LINK=10610-10611
$END TP FUNCTION

$SUbNT . trp$
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Sub-model Process 3:
Combine trip tables from all time periods to generate a daily, all-vehicle trip-table.

$matrix manipulate

$files
input file = tmanl, user id = $subam.trp$
input file = tman2, user id = $submd.trp$
input file = tman3, user id = $subpm.trp$
input file = tman4, user id = $subnt.trp$
output file = tman5, user id = $subd_a.trp$

$headers

Combine subarea time periods for total daily subarea TT
$data

tman5, tl

tman5, €2
$end tp function
$matrix manipulate
$files

tmanl,tl + tman2,tl + tman3,tl + tman4,tl
tmanl,t2 + tman2,t2 + tman3,t2 + tman4,t2

input file = tmanl, user id = $subd_a.trp$

output file = tman2, user id = $subday.trp$
$headers

Combine subarea time periods for total daily subarea TT
$data

tman2,tl = tmanl,tl + tmanl,t2
$end tp function
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Sub-model Process 4:
Extract the sub-area network from the OKI RTDM model network, representing the study
area.

$EXTRACT SUBAREA NETWORK
$FILES
INPUT FILE = OLDNET, USER ID = $hwynet.am$
OUTPUT FILE = HWYNET, USER ID = $SubNET.all$
$HEADERS
OKI/MVRPC TRAVEL DEMAND FORECASTING MODEL
US 50, Dearborn Co, IN, Subarea Network All
$PARAMETERS
NUMBER OF INTERNAL ZONES = 22
NUMBER OF STATIONS = 10
$DATA
INTERNAL ZONE CORRESPONDENCE = 1551-1, 1552-2, 1553-3, 1554-4, 1555-
5, 1556-6, 1557-7, 1558-8, 1559-9, 1560-10, 1561-11, 1562-12, 1563-
13, 1564-14, 1565-15, 1580-16, 1583-17, 1584-18, 1585-19, 1586-20,
1587-21, 1608-22
ENTRY STATION=23, LINK=3233-10096
ENTRY STATION=24, LINK=10855-8982
ENTRY STATION=25, LINK=11068-11069
ENTRY STATION=26, LINK=6416-10590
ENTRY STATION=27, LINK=10596-10597
ENTRY STATION=28, LINK=2475-3234
ENTRY STATION=29, LINK=2474-6445
ENTRY STATION=30, LINK=2473-6358
ENTRY STATION=31, LINK=2472-6357
ENTRY STATION=32, LINK=10611-10610
EXIT STATION=23, LINK=10096-3233
EXIT STATION=24, LINK=8983-10860
EXIT STATION=25, LINK=10823-10824
EXIT STATION=26, LINK=10590-6416
EXIT STATION=27, LINK=10597-10596
EXIT STATION=28, LINK=3234-2475
EXIT STATION=29, LINK=6445-2474
EXIT STATION=30, LINK=6358-2473
EXIT STATION=31, LINK=6357-2472
EX1IT STATION=32, LINK=10610-10611
$END TP FUNCTION
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Appendix Il1: ODME Set-up, Report, and Analysis

A. WSTCAL / ODME Report File:

INPUT SUMMARY :
US 50, Dearborn Co, IN *** Adjust 2000 trips to "01 counts (02 for I-

275)
Report File: ODME.REP
Input Data: MEMJ.DAT Zones: 32
Network: SUBNET.ALL Zones: 32
Input Trips: SUBDAY.TRP Zones: 32
New Trips: ODME.TRP Zones: 32

US 50, Dearborn Co, IN *** Adjust 2000 trips to "01 counts (02 for I-
275)
One Way Links with Observed Counts

Anode Bnode Count
6398 6399 3840
6399 6398 3840
6397 6398 5155
6398 6397 5155

10607 10608 7680

10608 10607 7680
6425 6426 13995
6426 6425 13995
6424 6425 18675
6425 6424 18675

10605 10604 17775

10604 10605 17775
6422 6421 20965
6421 6422 20965

10570 10569 17475

10569 10570 17475
6398 6438 1705
6438 6398 1705
6426 6429 6960
6429 6426 6960
6426 10606 3455

10606 6426 3455
6424 11240 2420

11240 6424 2420
6422 10601 6320

10601 6422 6320
6396 10599 6985

10599 6396 6985

24 8982 16005
25 11069 17515
26 10590 2145
10590 26 2145
27 10597 5435
10597 27 5435
28 3234 6140
3234 28 6140
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29 6445 645
6445 29 645
30 6358 385
6358 30 385
10610 32 3895
32 10610 3895
23 10096 6800
10096 23 6800
8983 24 16005
10823 25 17515

46 One-way Count Links utilized

OUTPUT SUMMARY:
US 50, Dearborn Co, IN *** Adjust 2000 trips to "01 counts (02 for 1I-
275)

Summary of Adjustment Factors input to Iteration 10
ANode BNode Count Load Factor ANode BNode Count Load Factor

6398 6399 3840 3596 1.07 6399 6398 3840 3602 1.07

6397 6398 5155 5225 -99 6398 6397 5155 5235 .98
10607 10608 7680 7209 1.07 10608 10607 7680 7209 1.07
6425 6426 13995 16192 .86 6426 6425 13995 16221 .86
6424 6425 18675 17597 1.06 6425 6424 18675 17598 1.06
10605 10604 17775 16926 1.05 10604 10605 17775 16928 1.05
6422 6421 20965 20968 1.00 6421 6422 20965 20963 1.00
10570 10569 17475 18600 .94 10569 10570 17475 18490 .95
6398 6438 1705 2042 .83 6438 6398 1705 2046 .83
6426 6429 6960 6465 1.08 6429 6426 6960 6466 1.08
6426 10606 3455 4722 .73 10606 6426 3455 4738 .73

6424 11240 2420 1978 1.22 11240 6424 2420 1988 1.22
6422 10601 6320 6060 1.04 10601 6422 6320 6061 1.04

6396 10599 6985 7054 -99 10599 6396 6985 7101 .98
24 8982 16005 15637 1.02 25 11069 17515 17508 1.00
26 10590 2145 2637 .81 10590 26 2145 2662 .81
27 10597 5435 5408 1.00 10597 27 5435 5410 1.00
28 3234 6140 4810 1.28 3234 28 6140 4801 1.28
29 6445 645 627 1.03 6445 29 645 623 1.04
30 6358 385 374 1.03 6358 30 385 377 1.02

10610 32 3895 4181 -93 32 10610 3895 4179 .93
23 10096 6800 6661 .02 10096 23 6800 6646 1.02
8983 24 16005 15534 .03 10823 25 17515 17406 1.01

(B

US 50, Dearborn Co, IN *** Adjust 2000 trips to "01 counts (02 for I-
275)

Distribution of Observed versus Estimated Volumes prior to Iteration
10

Number of One Way Links in each Category

Percent Estimated of Observed

25 50 75 1 90 100 110 125 ' 150 175 200 200+ Tot
E -10000 O 0] o1 0 0 0 0! 0 0 0 0] 0]
s - 5000 O 0] o1 0 0 0 0! 0 0 0 0] 0]
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t - 3000
. - 2000

WSS
+

T O
+
w
o
o
o

+ 5000
s +10000
. 10000+
Total

[cNoNoNeoNoNe)
[cNoNoNeoNoNe)
[cNoNoNeoNoNe)
hOOOOO
[ NeloNeoNeNe]
[(cNoNoNeoNaN N
OO OONO
NOOOON
[cNoNoNeoNoNe)
[cNoNoNeoNoNe)
[cNoNoNeoNoNe)
OOOON M

N
N

Trips Subject to Adjustment 102517
Trips Not Using Count Links 21770

Total Trips in Trip Table 124287

At end of Iteration 10 Total Trips = 124878. Control Total

1l
o

B. Comparison of Trip Tables, pre- and post-ODME.

e Total trip generation falls by 6,390, or 4.9%, in ODME matrix.
e Largest absolute changes in Productions / Attractions are:

Zone 10 — P: -2,583 (-19.7%); A: -2,498 (-19.3%)
Zone 23 — P: -2,122 (-24.1%); A: -2,562 (-27.8%)
Zone 24 - P: 2,251 (16.7%); A: 3,090 (26.7%).
Zone 26 — P: - 27.2% (-974); A: -29.6% (-1,102)
Zone 29 — P: 63.5% (244): A: 60.0% (236)

Zone 30 — P: 63.8% (146): A: 67.1% (151)

Discussion:
0 Zone 10 is part of downtown Lawrenceburg. It connects to the network at the

same point as Zone 9, which also sees large absolute changes. The ODME
model reduces productions and attractions from these zones by about 20%.
This may be explained by a higher proportion of intra-zonal or non-motorized
trips, the presence of special generators, or a combination of these.

The remaining zones (23, 24, 26, 29, and 30) are external links to the sub-
model. Changes made by the ODME process may be viewed as direct
refinements to the model. In addition, although the percentage change for
zones 29 and 30 is very large, the unadjusted values are very small, therefore
these represent only a minor adjustment to the model as a whole.
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Conclusion:
In establishing a calibrated ODME trip table, total trip-making is adjusted by
under 5% from the base value. Individual zone production and attraction values
are adjusted within a reasonable range. Final modeled link volumes resulting
from the ODME table are within 15% of target counts for most links and within
30% for all. We conclude that the ODME table is within acceptable parameters

for further modeling use.
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Appendix I1l: FRATAR Set-up and Analysis

DRAFT

December 30, 2006

A. OKI Model Productions & Attractions, and resultant FRATAR Factors:

2000 (OKI) 2030 (OKI) Factors
Zone P A P A P A
1 5804 5815 6791 6782 1.17 1.17
2 4477 4477 5580 5607 1.25 1.25
3 5643 5676 6084 6084 1.08 1.07
4 1161 1152 1379 1364 1.19 1.18
5 932 941 1192 1173 1.28 1.25
6 3424 3436 4292 4261 1.25 1.24
7 3132 3130 4887 4875 1.56 1.56
8 595 613 673 664 1.13 1.08
9 7741 7674 8691 8548 112 111
10 13083 12914 13336 13065 1.02 1.01
11 4208 4261 4677 4667 111 1.10
12 3932 3910 4296 4266 1.09 1.09
13 1776 1807 2061 2040 1.16 1.13
14 260 260 808 789 3.11 3.03
15 1387 1440 5440 5469 3.92 3.80
16 1936 1882 2395 2424 1.24 1.29
17 1695 1722 1966 1986 1.16 1.15
18 2563 2574 3137 3162 1.22 1.23
19 1294 1295 1611 1599 1.24 1.23
20 2183 2194 3178 3192 1.46 1.45
21 869 879 1225 1212 141 1.38
22 751 761 887 868 1.18 1.14
23 8803 9229 13450 14452 1.53 1.57
24 13463 12520 24284 24242 1.80 1.94
25 16423 16480 28854 28179 1.76 1.71
26 3574 3721 3966 4009 111 1.08
27 5941 6149 6810 6976 1.15 1.13
28 6194 6252 10194 10241 1.65 1.64
29 384 393 648 618 1.69 1.57
30 229 225 403 381 1.76 1.69
31 2991 3117 4881 5023 1.63 1.61
32 4419 4368 5165 5302 1.17 1.21

B. TranPlan instruction file for FRATAR analysis

$FRATAR MODEL
$FILES

$HEADERS

2030 US 50, Dearborn Co,

$OPTIONS

print trip ends

$PARAMETERS

37
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number of iterations=10

$DATA
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD

O©CoO~NOOUTAWNPE

RPRRRRRPRRPRRPRRPRPRPRPRPRPRRPRRPRRPRRPRRPRRPRRRRRLRREPRPRPRPRPRPRRPRPRRPRPRRPRRRPRRPRRRRRERRRERERRERRRERRRERRRRRR

117
125
108
119
128
125
156
113
112
102
111
109
116
311
392
124
116
122
124
146
141
118
153
180
176
111
115
165
169
176
163
117
117
125
107
118
125
124
156
108
111
101
110
109
113
303
380
129
115
123
123
145
138
114
157

DRAFT
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FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD

$END TP FUNCTION

24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32

RPRRRRRRRR

194
171
108
113
164
157
169
161
121

DRAFT
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Appendix IV: Conversion from Daily to AM and PM Peak

Conversion Process 1:
Divide daily ODME matrix by original OKI daily matrix to establish a matrix of ODME
factors.

$matrix update
$files
input file = updin, user id = $ODME.trp$
output file = updout, user id = $0odmex100.trp$
$headers
Determine cell-by-cell ODME factors
$options
$data
t1, 1-32, 1-32, * 100,,
$end tp function
$matrix manipulate

$files
input file = tmanl, user id = $subday.trp$
input file = tman2, user id = $odmex100.trp$
output file = tman3, user id = $odmefact.trp$

$headers

Determine cell-by-cell ODME factors
$data

tman3,tl = tman2,tl / tmanl,tl
$end tp function

Conversion Process 2:

Combine separate matrices in each trip table for each time period. Multiply each time
period matrix by the ODME factors from Process 1 to achieve a matrix for each time
period that is consistent with the daily ODME-calibrated matrix. This gives the final
base-year trip tables for the peak periods.

$matrix manipulate
$files
input file = tmanl, user id = $subam.trp$
output file = tman2, user id = $subtotam.trp$
$headers
Combine 2 AM Trip Tables
$data
tman2,tl = tmanl,tl + tmanl,t2
$end tp function
$matrix manipulate
$files
input file = tmanl, user id = $subpm.trp$
output file = tman2, user id = $subtotpm.trp$
$headers
Combine 2 PM Trip Tables
$data
tman2,tl = tmanl,tl + tmanl,t2
$end tp function
$matrix manipulate
$files
input file = tmanl, user id = $subtotam.trp$
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input file = tman2, user id = $odmefact.trp$
output file = tman3, user id = $A AM1.trp$
$headers
Adjust AM Trip Table by ODME daily factors
$data
tman3,tl = tmanl,tl * tman2,tl
$end tp function
$matrix manipulate

$files
input file = tmanl, user id = $subtotpm.trp$
input file = tman2, user id = $odmefact.trp$
output file = tman3, user id = $A PM1.trp$

$headers
Adjust PM Trip Table by ODME daily factors
$data
tman3,tl = tmanl,tl * tman2,tl
$end tp function
$matrix update
$files
input file = updin, user id =
output Ffile = updout, user id
$headers
Determine cell-by-cell ODME factors
$options
$data
t1, 1-32, 1-32, * 0.01,,
$end tp function
$matrix update
$files

$A_AM1.trp$
= $Adj_AM.trp$

input file = updin, user id =

output Ffile = updout, user id
$headers

Determine cell-by-cell ODME factors

$options
$data

t1, 1-32, 1-32, * 0.01,,
$end tp function

$A_PM1.trp$
= $Adj_PM.trp$

41

December 30, 2006



IN — US 50 Bypass Analysis DRAFT December 30, 2006

Conversion Process 3:
Establish FRATAR factors for each time period by dividing the original OKI 2030 values
for each time period by OKI1 2000 values for the corresponding time period.

OKI Model Productions & Attractions, and resultant FRATAR Factors, for
the AM and PM peak periods:

AM 2000 (OKI) 2030 (OKI) Factors
Zone P A P A P A

1 1053 820 1265 924 1.20 1.13

2 618 679 756 870 1.22 1.28

3 496 970 542 1039 1.09 1.07

4 333 73 388 100 1.17 1.37

5 258 74 308 119 1.19 1.61

6 631 520 805 644 1.28 1.24

7 388 595 586 966 1.51 1.62

8 68 106 81 128 1.19 1.21

9 912 1449 1015 1652 1.11 1.14
10 912 2453 960 2455 1.05 1.00
11 486 911 550 951 1.13 1.04
12 729 538 786 637 1.08 1.18
13 400 224 449 297 1.12 1.33
14 37 35 82 161 2.22 4.60
15 252 186 734 885 2.91 4.76
16 422 244 513 321 1.22 1.32
17 373 207 435 241 1.17 1.16
18 463 397 576 504 1.24 1.27
19 323 127 392 156 1.21 1.23
20 431 367 591 574 1.37 1.56
21 209 94 274 161 1.31 1.71
22 160 114 194 123 1.21 1.08
23 2093 1684 2939 3189 1.40 1.89
24 3235 2564 4514 4122 1.40 1.61
25 2627 4200 5159 5460 1.96 1.30
26 748 390 967 504 1.29 1.29
27 1566 678 1955 788 1.25 1.16
28 1342 1353 2210 2197 1.65 1.62
29 84 82 141 136 1.68 1.66
30 49 50 86 82 1.76 1.64
31 595 621 980 1000 1.65 1.61
32 1117 605 1098 945 0.98 1.56

42



IN — US 50 Bypass Analysis

DRAFT

PM 2000 (OKI) 2030 (OKI) Factors
Zone P A P A P A
1 1633 1811 1883 2140 1.15 1.18
2 1326 1291 1666 1639 1.26 1.27
3 1831 1585 1976 1689 1.08 1.07
4 251 459 297 524 1.18 1.14
5 199 352 274 420 1.38 1.19
6 999 1088 1240 1314 1.24 121
7 1012 842 1595 1287 1.58 1.53
8 183 166 212 172 1.16 1.04
9 2515 2056 2837 2299 1.13 112
10 4461 3397 4498 3402 1.01 1.00
11 1434 1095 1577 1223 1.10 112
12 1106 1204 1219 1322 1.10 1.10
13 462 595 553 644 1.20 1.08
14 80 79 262 211 3.28 2.67
15 375 453 1626 1520 4.34 3.36
16 499 614 612 773 1.23 1.26
17 441 553 505 662 1.15 1.20
18 725 783 890 953 1.23 1.22
19 305 468 386 561 1.27 1.20
20 600 626 872 864 1.45 1.38
21 206 299 307 382 1.49 1.28
22 200 255 232 278 1.16 1.09
23 2270 2976 4329 4372 191 1.47
24 3810 3806 5645 5692 1.48 1.50
25 5346 3916 7208 6755 1.35 1.72
26 866 1242 981 1248 1.13 1.00
27 1298 2014 1628 2565 1.25 1.27
28 1820 1836 2994 3024 1.65 1.65
29 113 115 192 177 1.70 1.54
30 66 65 112 108 1.70 1.66
31 803 808 1319 1351 1.64 1.67
32 1085 1471 1546 1902 1.42 1.29

Conversion Process 4:

December 30, 2006

FRATAR the base-year peak period matrices from (2) using the factors established in (3).
This yields the final future-year trip tables for the peak periods.

$FRATAR MODEL

$FILES

INPUT FILE=FRATIN, USER ID=%Adj_AM.trp$

OUTPUT FILE=FRATOUT, USER ID=$FRT_AM30.trp$

$HEADERS

2030 US 50, Dearborn Co,

$OPTIONS

print trip ends

IN, Subarea Trip Table
FRATAR ODME-Adjusted AM Trip Table to 2030 value
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$PARAMETERS
number of iterations=10

$DATA
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FO
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD

O©CoOoO~NOOOTA~AWNPE

PRRRRRPRRPRRPRRPRRPRRPRPRPRPRRPRRPRRPRRPRRPRRPRRRPRREPREPREPRPRPRRPRPRRPRPRPRPRRPRRPRRRPRRRRRERRRERERRERRRERRERRRRRR

120
122
109
117
119
128
151
119
111
105
113
108
112
222
291
122
117
124
121
137
131
121
140
140
196
129
125
165
168
176
165

98
113
128
107
137
161
124
162
121
114
100
104
118
133
460
476
132
116
127
123
156
171
108

DRAFT
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FD 231 189
FD 24 1 161
FD 251 130
FD 26 1 129
FD 27 1 116
FD 28 1 162
FD 29 1 166
FD 30 1 164
FD 311 161
FD 32 1 156

$END TP FUNCTION
$FRATAR MODEL
$FILES
INPUT FILE=FRATIN, USER ID=$Adj PM.trp$
OUTPUT FILE=FRATOUT, USER ID=$FRT_PM30.trp$
$HEADERS
2030 US 50, Dearborn Co, IN, Subarea Trip Table
FRATAR ODME-Adjusted PM Trip Table to 2030 value
$OPTIONS
print trip ends

$PARAMETERS
number of iterations=10
$DATA
FO 11 115
FO 21 126
FO 31 108
FO 4 1 118
FO 51 138
FO 61 124
FO 71 158
FO 81 116
FO 91 113
FO 10 1 101
FO 11 1 110
FO 12 1 110
FO 13 1 120
FO 14 1 328
FO 15 1 434
FO 16 1 123
FO 17 1 115
FO 18 1 123
FO 19 1 127
FO 20 1 145
FO 21 1 149
FO 22 1 116
FO 23 1 191
FO 24 1 148
FO 25 1 135
FO 26 1 113
FO 27 1 125
FO 28 1 165
FO 29 1 170
FO 30 1 170
FO 31 1 164
FO 32 1 142
FD 11 118
FD 21 127
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FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD
FD

$END TP FUNCTION

32

RPRRRPRRRRPRPRRPRPRPRPRRPRRRPRRRRRRRRERRERRERRRERRRRR

107
114
119
121
153
104
112
100
112
110
108
267
336
126
120
122
120
138
128
109
147
150
172
100
127
165
154
166
167
129

DRAFT
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Appendix V: Comparison of OKI RTDM and ISTM Output vs. Counts

WEST END EAST END Count OKI RTDM ISTM
(2001) 2000 Diff Pct Diff 2000 Diff Pct Diff
Dearborn-Ripley SR 62 & Station
Jbne ] HollowRd_ .. . .7.680 ____ 6,109 _-1571 -20.46% ; . 9173 1,493  19.44%
SR 62 & Station
_HollowRd Coleln(R-7) ... 10310 . 11,248 938 ! 910% ________i 15,379 5,069 __49.16%
Coleln(R-7). ________] Hill Top Dr. (Aurora) ___ 15,360 ____ 14,787 - 573 . B873% . . 20,787 __ 5,427 ___35.33%.
_Hill_Top Dr. (Aurora) __ Exporting St (Aurora) 17,350 ____ 14,787 2563 __-1477% i 25,476 8,126 __46.84%.
us Exporting St SR 56 & SR 350
50 |.(Aurora) | (Aurora) . __..._.2L070 . 14,787 6,283 __-2982% i 25,734 4,664 22.14%
SR 56 & SR 350
(Aurora) George St (Aurora) ____ 27,990 40,854 12,864 ___4596% : .
_George St (Aurora) ___ SR 148 (Aurora) ____ 37,350 42,155 4805 12.86% | .
_SR 148 (Aurora) ______! SR48 (Lburg) _____ .. 35550 . 41,176 5626 1583% . __ ____
_SR48(Lburg) _______| Main St (Lburg) . _ 41,930 _____ 51,851 9921 23.66% : ______
Main St (Lburg) SR 1 & I-275 Ramps 34,950 40,548 5,598 16.02%
Count OKI RTDM
NORTH END SOUTH END (2001) 2000 Diff Pct Diff 2000 Diff Pct Diff
SR
62 JUsso ] NorthsSt ... 3410 6,397 2987 _87.60% : ______ 7,348 _ 3,938 115.48%
SR | e
350 | ExportingSt_ | Usso . .. 13920 . 11,467 -2,453 __ -17.62% . ______
=) = 1
56 JUsso ] Main & George Sts______ 6,910 ____ 13,557 6647 _ _96.19% . ______ . 5235 -1,675 _-24.24%
=) = 1
148 [ ManchesterSt________| USS0 . ..........4840 . 2,125 2715 -56.10% : . 3,961 __ -879 _-18.16%.
=) = 1
48 _TowerRd ____________| Usso ... 12640 . 14,162 1522 12.04% . _______ . 9434 _-3,206 _-25.36%
SR 1 | Ridge Ave US 50 13,970 24,304 10,334 73.97% 23,578 9,608  68.78%
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Appendix VI: Alterations to Create Scenario Networks

Scenario 5 (SUbNET 5.sce)
Changes from Base Scenario (SUbNET.all)

Convert existing US 50 links to one-way Westbound:
1) 10569-10570

2) 10570-6421

3) 6421-6422

4) 6422-10604

Capacity

= 2700 vph
Twoway = O

All other attribute fields unchanged

Add Parallel Eastbound Links:
1) 10604-11817

Distance: 0.34 Mi
Timel: 0.48 min
Implied Speed: 42 .5 mph
Capacity: 2700 vph
Twoway : 0

2) 11817-11818

Distance: 0.24 Mi
Timel: 0.36 min
Implied Speed: 40.0 mph
Capacity: 2700 vph
Twoway : 0

3) 11818-11816

Distance: 0.30 Mi
Timel: 0.44 min
Implied Speed: 40.9 mph
Capacity: 2700 vph
Twoway : 0

4) 11816-11815

Distance: 0.08 Mi
Timel: 0.12 min
Implied Speed: 40.0 mph
Capacity: 2700 vph
Twoway : 0

5) 11815-10569

Distance: 0.55 Mi
Timel: 0.80 min
Implied Speed: 41.2 mph
Capacity: 2700 vph
Twoway : 0

All other attributes identical to parallel link from opposing direciton

Split and Reconnect Centroid Connectors:
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1) Zone 8: Link 8-6422 -> 8-11817
2) Zone 9: Link 8-10570 -> 9-11816
3) Zone 10: Link 10-10570 -> 10-11815

No attribute Tfields, including time or distance,
centroid connectors.

Add Crossover Connectors
1) 6422-11817

Distance: 0.05 Mi
Timel: 0.08 min
Implied Speed: 37.5 mph
2) 6421-11818

Distance: 0.06 Mi
Timel: 0.09 min
Implied Speed: 40.0 mph
3) 10570-11816

Distance: 0.05 Mi
Timel: 0.08 min
Implied Speed: 37.5 mph
4) 10570-11815

Distance: 0.06 Mi
Timel: 0.09 min
Implied Speed: 40.0 mph

All crossover connectors:
Capacity: 1160 vph
Linkgrpl:
Linkgrp2:
Linkgrp3:
Asgngrp:
User:
Cost:
Twoway :

RPOONRMRFPW®W

Scenario 5b (SUbNETS5b.sce):
Changesrelative to Scenario 5:

Increase Capacity on US 50 One-way Couplet to 3500 vph
1) 10569-10570

2) 10570-6421

3) 6421-6422

4) 6422-10604

5) 10604-11817

6) 11817-11818

7) 11818-11816

8) 11816-11815

9) 11815-10569

Capacity = 3500 vph

All other attribute fields unchanged
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Scenario 5¢ (SUbNET5c.sce):
Changes relative to Scenario 5:

Increase Capacity on US 50 One-way Couplet to 5000 vph
1) 10569-10570

2) 10570-6421

3) 6421-6422

4) 6422-10604

5) 10604-11817

6) 11817-11818

7) 11818-11816

8) 11816-11815

9) 11815-10569

Capacity = 5000 vph
All other attribute fields unchanged

Improve Capacity on US 50 between One-way Couplet and SR 1/ 1-275
1) 6396-10567
2) 10567-10568
3) 10568-10569

Capacity = 3500 vph/dir
All other attribute fields unchanged

Improve Capacity on SR 1 between Ridge Ave and US 50
10599-6396

Capacity = 2700 vph/dir

All other attribute fields unchanged

Scenario 8 (SUbNET 8.sce):
Changes from Base Scenario (SUbNET.all)

Add two new links:
1) Add two-way link 10593-10598

Distance 1.635 Mi

Timel 3.89 min

Implied speed 42 mph

Capacity 1350 vph each direction
2) Add two-way link 10601-10604

Distance: 0.17 Mi

Timel 0.24 min

Implied speed 42 mph

Capacity 1350 vph each direction
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Scenario 8b (SUbNET8b.sce):
Changesrelative to Scenario 8:

Convert all links on bypass alignment to 5400 vph, 60 mph

1)10601-10604:

Timel: 0.19 min
Capacity: 2700 vph
Other fields unchanged

2)10601-10602:

Timel: 0.58 min
Capacity: 2700 vph
Other fields unchanged

3)7841-10602:

Timel: 0.43 min
Capacity: 2700 vph
Other fields unchanged

4)6423-7841:

Timel: 0.39 min
Capacity: 2700 vph
Other fields unchanged

5)6423-10594:

Timel: 0.51 min
Capacity: 2700 vph
Other fields unchanged

6)10593-10594:

Timel: 0.44 min
Capacity: 2700 vph
Other fields unchanged

7)10593-10598:

Timel: 1.64 min
Capacity: 2700 vph
Other fields unchanged

8)10598-10599:

Timel: 0.63 min
Capacity: 2700 vph
Other fields unchanged

9)6396-10599:

Timel: 0.32 min
Capacity: 2700 vph
Other fields unchanged
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[[] Information Only
MEMORANDUM [] Project Specific

[] Policy Memo - File With
TO: US 50 Project Management Team
FROM: Bruce A. Rape
DATE: May 4, 2007; Revised June 7, 2007
RE: US 50 Dearborn County EA/Corridor Study; Agency Meeting Minutes

An interagency meeting was held on April 30, 2007 at the Adult Center in Lawrenceburg, IN. An option
to teleconference into the meeting was also provided to each agency.

Attendees:

Larry Heil - FHWA

Bruce Rape — Strand

Scott Roush — Strand

Leslie Trobaugh — Strand
Jason Falls — Doe Anderson
Mary Jackman — INDOT
John Carr —- DNR DHPA

Dr. Rick Jones - DNR DHPA
Bob Williams — INDOT

Via Teleconference:

Jeff Held — Strand

Ben Lawrence — INDOT
Loni Hrynk — INDOT

Frank Baukert — INDOT
Steve Smith — INDOT

Chris Koeppel — INDOT
Virginia Laszewski — EPA Region 5

The meeting began with Larry Heil providing a summary of the purpose, goals and process of the
Streamlined EIS Procedures. He then summarized the recommendations of the US 50 Dearborn County
EA/Corridor Study by corridor segment. The floor was then opened for questions and discussion.

Virginia Laszewski opened with a question regarding why the study was broken into segments and
separate projects when they could be advanced with one larger construction project and advanced with
an EIS study.

Larry responded that there were distinct segments of the corridor and unique solutions to each which
render separating the projects for individual evaluation more effective.
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Frank Baukert added that the most significant need of the project was the bottleneck in Lawrenceburg,
and that some of the improvements could possibly be advanced in the short term, while others were
more major, long-term commitments.

Virginia then had a question regarding the Tanner’s Creek Bridge mentioned as a necessity, but not
included as a project of independent utility in the report.

Frank reported that this was a locally committed project that is to be constructed and is currently
proceeding.

Virginia then raised concerns regarding historical impacts from the bridge project and inquired into the
opinion of the SHPO regarding this project.

Larry indicated the local project was proceeding using local gambling funds. For the purpose of this
study it is necessary to assume it will be constructed.

Frank added that the project was viewed as a local necessity, which was why the funds were made
available locally. INDOT has programmed this project so funds are available. Some demolition was
planned for the near future.

Virginia then questioned whether there were any environmental justice issues, which was answered in
the negative by Strand personnel.

Larry reiterated that no projects from this study are programmed yet, and if the bridge is not constructed,
then the selected alternate would have to add another bridge. Also, once a project is ranked then more
in-depth environmental studies will be completed.

John Carr had a procedural comment regarding the Tanner’s Creek Bridge project. He indicated that by
using local gambling funds, the City may not have to address historical property issues, since no federal
funds were being used. He mentioned that one building was already demolished.

Chris Koeppel indicated American Structure Point was the consultant for the Tanner’s Creek Bridge
project, and that no buildings had been destroyed yet, and that the City and Consultant were aware of
Section 106 issues.

John Carr spoke again regarding historic impacts. He mentioned that he and Dr. Jones walked the
Newtown District. He suggested that the Newtown Historic District surveyed in the interim report might
have a strip across its middle, along the north side of US 50/Eads Parkway that may no longer contain
contributing buildings. He suggested there now may only be and eligible Historic District on the south
side of US 50, or that there might be two, one southward from US 50 and another northward from a line
half a block, or a block north of US 50
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Mr. Carr then questioned whether the discarded TSM Concept 3 (reversible lanes through
Lawrenceburg) satisfied long-term purpose and need. Since this type of project would not require as
much right of way, historic impacts would be minimized. He asked whether additional consideration
could be given to this option.

Scott Roush indicated that INDOT and OKI had tried this concept in Indianapolis and Cincinnati, and
neither would recommend this alternative from an engineering perspective. Scott indicated the final
report will include additional information regarding why this alternate was discarded. Jeff Held
indicated this alternative did not fully provide acceptable 2030 LOS.

Larry Heil indicated that the report should clearly state whether TSM Concept 3 satisfied purpose and
need. If it did, then this alternate should be carried forward.

The bypass or connector project which has been a locally developed project was also discussed. John
Carr stated that from a historic perspective the bypass alternatives were the most attractive. Larry Heil
reiterated that these projects (Alternates 8 and 9) would not remove enough traffic from US 50 through
Lawrenceburg, based on traffic modeling performed by Wilbur Smith Associates, and as such, did not
satisfy purpose and need for the project. Scott Roush stated that the bypass/connector alternatives could
also have some significant environmental impacts, but that the connector project may still be advanced
as a local project.

John Carr asked if the modeling took into account signage and if traffic models showed different
numbers if the new connector were signed as the US 50 instead of a local connector road. Scott Roush
indicated the connector was studied purely as a local road, not as a new US 50. Jeff Held also indicated
signage was not anticipated to make a significant impact on quantity of traffic, especially since most of
the traffic was local and that the quickest route would be sought by all such local travelers, regardless of

signage.

John Carr also inquired into the new Ohio River bridge project, and whether this alternative, if selected,
would be designated as US 50, and similarly, whether Alternates 8 and 9 would be designated US 50, in
order to draw additional traffic from Eads Parkway through Lawrenceburg. His comment was that
through traffic would most likely follow US 50 around Lawrenceburg if any of these alternates were
designated as US 50, rather than travel through downtown Lawrenceburg. Jeff Held’s response was that
the redesignation of US 50 was a matter that would be decided later.

A brief discussion was then conducted regarding the next steps of this project, including programming,
etc. Virginia inquired whether the agencies would receive a final copy of the EA/Corridor Study
document. Strand personnel indicated that a final report would be prepared and forwarded to INDOT
near the end of May.

As no other questions were raised, the meeting was adjourned.
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Indiana Department of Environmental
Management

We make Indiana a cleaner, healthier place to live.

Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr. 100 North Senate Avenue

Governor Indianapolis , Indiana 46206

Thomas W. Easterly (317) 232-8603

Commissioner 800) 451-6027
www.IN.gov/idem

INDOT Strand Associates, Inc.

Steve Smith, Project Manager Leslie Trobaugh

100 North Senate Ave. 629 Washington Street

Indianapolis, IN 46201 Columbus, IN 47201

Sunday, January 28, 2007

Dear Grant Administrator or Other Finance Approval Authority:

RE:US 50 Corridor study from Dillsboro to I-275 interchange in Lawrenceburg. Study is to evaluate
corridor responsiveness to growing traffic levels & to develop alternatives to address needs of

corridor.

The Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) is aware that many local government or not-for-profit entities are seeking
grant monies, a bond issuance, or another public funding mechanism to cover some portion of the cost of a public works, infrastructure, or
community development project. IDEM also is aware that in order to be eligible for such funding assistance, applicants are required to first
evaluate the potential impacts that their particular project may have on the environment. In order to assist applicants seeking such financial
assistance and to ensure that such projects do not have an adverse impact on the environment, IDEM has prepared the following list of
environmental issues that each applicant must consider in order to minimize environmental impacts in compliance with all relevant state

laws.

IDEM recommends that each applicant consider the following issues when moving forward with their project. IDEM also requests that, in
addition to submitting the information requested above, each applicant also sign the attached certification, attesting to the fact that they
have read the letter in its entirety, agree to abide by the recommendations of the letter, and to apply for any permits required from IDEM

for the completion of their project.

IDEM recommends that any person(s) intending to complete a public works, infrastructure, or community development project using any
public funding consider each of the following applicable recommendations and requirements:

WATER AND BIOTIC QUALITY

1. Section 404 of the Clean Water Act requires that you obtain a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) before
discharging dredged or fill materials into any wetlands or other waters, such as rivers, lakes, streams, and ditches. Other activities
regulated include the relocation, channelization, widening, or other such alteration of a stream, and the mechanical clearing (use of
heavy construction equipment) of wetlands. Thus, as a project owner or sponsor, it is your responsibility to ensure that no wetlands
are disturbed without the proper permit. Although you may initially refer to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland
Inventory maps as a means of identifying potential areas of concern, please be mindful that those maps do not depict jurisdictional
wetlands regulated by the USACE or the Department of Environmental Management. A valid jurisdictional wetlands determination
can only be made by the USACE, using the 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual.

USACE recommends that you have a consultant check to determine whether your project will abut, or lie within, a wetland area.
To view a list of consultants that have requested to be included on a list posted by the USACE on their Web site, see USACE
Permits and Public Notices (http://www.lIrl.usace.army.mil/orf /default.asp, and then click on “Information” from the menu on the
right-hand side of that page). Their “Consultant List” is the forth entry down on the “Information” page. Please note that the

http://test.ai.org/idem/risctest/enviroletter.asp 1/28/2007
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10.
11.

USACE posts all consultants that request to appear on the list, and that inclusion of any particular consultant on the list does not
represent an endorsement of that consultant by the USACE, or by IDEM.

Much of northern Indiana (Newton, Lake, Porter, LaPorte, St. Joseph, Elkhart, LaGrange, Steuben, and Dekalb counties; large
portions of Jasper, Starke, Marshall, Noble, Allen, and Adams counties; and lesser portions of Benton, White, Pulaski, Kosciusko,
and Wells counties) is served by the USACE District Office in Detroit (313-226-6812). The central and southern portions of the
state (large portions of Benton, White, Pulaski, Kosciosko, and Wells counties; smaller portions of Jasper, Starke, Marshall ,
Noble, Allen, and Adams counties; and all other Indiana counties located in north-central, central, and southern Indiana ) are
served by the USACE Louisville District Office (502-315-6733).

Additional information on contacting these U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) District Offices, government agencies with
jurisdiction over wetlands, and other water quality issues, can be found at www.in.gov/idem/water/planbr/401 /reglinks.html.
IDEM recommends that impacts to wetlands and other water resources be avoided to the fullest extent.

In the event a Section 404 wetlands permit is required from the USACE, you also must obtain a Section 401 Water Quality
Certification from the IDEM Office of Water Quality. To learn more about the water quality certification program, visit:
http://www.in.gov/idem/water/planbr/401/401overview.html.

If the USACE determines that a wetland or other body of water is isolated and not subject to Clean Water Act regulation, it is still
regulated by the state of Indiana . A state isolated wetland permit from IDEM’s Office of Water Quality is required for any activity
that results in the discharge of dredged or fill materials into isolated wetlands. To learn more about isolated wetlands, visit
http://www.in.gov/idem/water/planbr/401 /isowetlands.html. You also may contact the Office of Water Quality at 317-233-8488.
If your project will impact more than 0.5 acres of wetland, stream relocation, or other large-scale alterations to bodies of water
such as the creation of a dam or a water diversion, you should seek additional input from the Office of Water Quality, Wetlands
staff at 317-233-8488.

Work within the one-hundred year floodway of a given body of water is regulated by the Department of Natural Resources,
Division of Water. Contact this agency at 317-232-4160 for further information.

The physical disturbance of the stream and riparian vegetation, especially large trees overhanging any affected water bodies should
be limited to only that which is absolutely necessary to complete the project. The shade provided by the large overhanging trees
helps maintain proper stream temperatures and dissolved oxygen for aquatic life.

For projects involving construction activity (which includes clearing, grading, excavation and other land disturbing activities) that
result in the disturbance of one (1), or more, acres of total land area, contact the Office of Water Quality - Permits Branch 317-233-
1864) regarding the need for of a Rule 5 Storm Water Run-off Permit. Visit the following Web pages:

O http://www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/water/stormwaterconstruction.html
O http://www.in.gov/idem/water/npdes/permits/wetwthr/storm/rule5.html

O http://www.in.gov/idem/water/npdes/permits/wetwthr/storm/rule5defs.html#compliance

To obtain, and operate under, a Rule 5 permit, you will first need to develop a construction plan
(http://www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/water/comply), as described in 327 IAC 15-5-6.5
(http://www.in.gov/legislative/iac/T03270/A00150.pdf, pages 16 through 19). Before you may apply for a Rule 5 permit, or begin
construction, you must submit your construction plan to your county soil and water conservation district (SWCD)
(http://www.in.gov/dnr/soilcons/contacts/map.html ). Upon receipt of the construction plan, personnel of the SWCD or Division of
Soil Conservation will review the plan to determine if it meets the requirements of 327 IAC 15-5. Plans that are deemed deficient
will require re-submittal. If the plan is sufficient, you will be notified and instructed to submit the verification to IDEM as part of
the Rule 5 Notice of Intent (NOI). Once construction begins, staff of the SWCD or Division of Soil Conservation will perform
inspections of activities at the site for compliance with the regulation.

Please be mindful that approximately 150 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) areas are now being established by
various local governmental entities throughout the state as part of the implementation of Phase II federal storm water requirements.
All of these MS4 areas will eventually take responsibility for construction plan review and also for storm water construction run-
off NOI review, inspection, and enforcement. As these MS4 areas obtain program approval from IDEM, they will be added to a list
of MS4 areas posted on the IDEM Web site at http://www.in.gov/idem/water/npdes/permits/ wetwthr/storm/rule5.html. If your
project is located in an IDEM approved MS4 area, please contact that MS4 program about meeting their storm water requirements,
rather than seeking to operate under a Rule 5 permit from IDEM.

Regardless of the size of your project, or which agency you work with to meet storm water requirements, IDEM recommends that
appropriate structures and techniques be utilized both during the construction phase, and after completion of the project, to
minimize soil erosion. The use of straw bale barriers, silt fencing, earthen berms, or other appropriate techniques around disturbed
areas are recommended to prevent soil from leaving the construction site. Information and assistance regarding control of
construction-related soil erosion are available from the soil and water conservation district (SWCD)offices in each county. To
locate the appropriate SWCD office, visit http://www.in.gov/dnr/soilcons/contacts/map.html).

For projects involving impacts to fish and botanical resources, contact the Department of Natural Resources - Division of Fish and
Wildlife (317-232-4080) for additional project input.

For projects involving water main construction, water main extensions, and new public water supplies, contact the Office of Water
Quality - Drinking Water Branch (317-308-3299) regarding the need for permits,

(www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/water /drinkingwater.html)

For projects involving effluent discharges to waters of the State of Indiana , contact the Office of Water Quality - Permits Branch
(317-233-0468) regarding the need for a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.

For projects involving the construction of wastewater facilities and sewer lines, contact the Office of Water Quality - Permits

Branch (317-232-8675) regarding the need for permits at www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/water/wwconstructionpermits.html.
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AIR QUALITY

The above-noted project (sce page 1) should be designed to minimize any impact on ambient air quality in, or near, the project area. The
project must comply with all federal and state air pollution regulations. Consideration should be given to the following:

1. Regarding open burning, and disposing of organic debris generated by land clearing activities; some types of open burning are

allowed (_www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/air/ openburning.html#maintenance) under specific conditions
(www.in.gov/idem/guides/ permit/air/openburning. html#conditionsallowed). You also can seek an open burning variance from
IDEM at www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/air/openburning.html#variances.

IDEM generally recommends that you take vegetative wastes to a registered yard waste composting facility or that the waste be
chipped or shredded with composting on-site. You must register with IDEM if more than 2,000 pounds is to be composted; contact
317-232-0066). The finished compost can then be used as a mulch or soil amendment. You also may bury any vegetative wastes
(such as leaves, twigs, branches, limbs, tree trunks and stumps) on-site, although burying large quantities of such material can lead
to subsidence problems.

2. Reasonable precautions must be taken to minimize fugitive dust emissions from construction and demolition activities. For
example, wetting the area with water, constructing wind barriers, or treating dusty areas with chemical stabilizers (such as calcium
chloride or several other commercial products). Dirt tracked onto paved roads from unpaved areas should be minimized

(www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/air/fugitivedust.html).

If construction or demolition is conducted in a wooded area where blackbirds have roosted or abandoned buildings or building
sections in which pigeons or bats have roosted for three to five years, precautionary measures should be taken to avoid an outbreak
of histoplasmosis. This disease is caused by the fungus Histoplasma capsulatum, which stems from bird or bat droppings that have
accumulated in one area for three to five years. The spores from this fungus become airborne when the area is disturbed and can
cause infections over an entire community downwind of the site. The area should be wetted down prior to cleanup or demolition of
the project site. For more detailed information on histoplasmosis prevention and control, please contact the Acute Disease Control
Division of the Indiana State Department of Health at 317-233-7272.

3. The U.S. EPA and the U.S. Surgeon General recommend that people not have long-term exposure to radon at levels above 4 pCi/L.
For a county-by-county map of predicted radon levels in Indiana , visit http://www.in.gov/idem/radon/health.html.

The U.S. EPA further recommends that all homes and apartments (within three stories of ground level) be tested for radon. If in-
home radon levels are determined to be 4 pCi/L or higher, then U.S. EPA recommends a follow-up test. If the second test confirms
that radon levels are 4 pCi/L or higher, then U.S. EPA recommends the installation of radon-reduction measures. For a list of
qualified radon testers and radon mitigation (or reduction) specialists, visit http:/www.
in.gov/isdh/regsvcs/radhealth/pdfs/radon_testers_mitigators list.pdf. Also, is reccommended that radon reduction measures be built
into all new homes, particularly in areas like Indiana that have moderate to high predicted radon levels. To learn more about radon,
radon risks, and ways to reduce exposure, visit http:/www.in.gov/isdh/regsvcs/radhealth/ radon.htm,
http://www.in.gov/idem/radon/, or http://www.epa.gov/iag/radon/index.html.

4. With respect to asbestos removal, all facilities slated for renovation or demolition (except residential buildings that have four (4) or
fewer dwelling units and which will not be used for commercial purposes) must be inspected by an Indiana-licensed asbestos
inspector prior to the commencement of any renovation or demolition activities. If regulated asbestos-containing material (RACM)
that may become airborne is found, any subsequent demolition, renovation, or asbestos removal activities must be performed in
accordance with the proper notification and emission control requirements.

If no asbestos is found where a renovation activity will occur, or if the renovation involves removal of less than 260 linear feet of
RACM off of pipes, less than 160 square feet of RACM off of other facility components, or less than 35 cubic feet of RACM off of
all facility components, the owner or operator of the project does not need to notify IDEM before beginning the renovation activity.

For questions on asbestos demolition and renovation activities, you can also call IDEM's Lead/Asbestos section at 1-888-574-
8150.

In all cases where a demolition activity will occur (even if no asbestos is found), the owner or operator must still notify IDEM 10
working days prior to the demolition, using the form found at www.in.gov/icpr/webfile/formsdiv/44593.pdf.

Anyone submitting a renovation/demolition notification form will be billed a notification fee based upon the amount of friable
asbestos containing material to be removed or demolished. Projects that involve the removal of more than 2,600 linear feet of
friable asbestos containing materials on pipes, or 1,600 square feet or 400 cubic feet of friable asbestos containing material on
other facility components, will be billed a fee of $150 per project; projects below these amounts will be billed a fee of $50 per
project. Billings will occur on a quarterly basis.

For more information about IDEM policy regarding asbestos removal and disposal, visit:
www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/waste/asbestosremoval.html.

5. With respect to lead-based paint removal, IDEM encourages all efforts to minimize human exposure to lead-based paint chips and
dust. IDEM is particularly concerned that young children exposed to lead can suffer from learning disabilities. Although lead-
based paint abatement efforts are not mandatory, any abatement that is conducted within housing built before January 1, 1978 , or a
child-occupied facility is required to comply with all lead-based paint work practice standards, licensing and notification
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requirements. For more information about lead-based paint removal, visit
www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/waste/leadabatement.html.

6. Ensure that asphalt paving plants are permitted and operate properly. The use of cutback asphalt, or asphalt emulsion containing
more than seven percent (7%) oil distillate, is prohibited during the months of April through October. See 326 IAC 8-5-2, Asphalt
Paving Rule (http://www.ai.org/legislative/iac/T03260/A00080.PDF).

7. If your project involves the construction of a new source of air emissions or the modification of an existing source of air emissions
or air pollution control equipment, it will need to be reviewed by the IDEM Office of Air Quality (OAQ). A registration or permit
may be required under 326 IAC 2 ( www.ai.org/legislative/iac/t03260/a00020.pdf.). New sources that use or emit hazardous air
pollutants may be subject to Section 112 of the Clean Air Act and corresponding state air regulations governing hazardous air
pollutants.

8. For more information on air permits, visit www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/air/index.html, or to initiate the IDEM air permitting
process, please contact the Office of Air Quality Permit Reviewer of the Day at (317) 233-0178 or oamprod@idem.in.gov.

LAND QUALITY

In order to maintain compliance with all applicable laws regarding contamination and/or proper waste disposal, IDEM recommends that:

1. Ifthe site is found to contain any areas used to dispose of solid or hazardous waste, you need to contact the Office of Land Quality
(OLQ)at 317-308-3103.

2. All solid wastes generated by the project, or removed from the project site, need to be taken to a properly permitted solid waste
processing or disposal facility. For more information, visit http://www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/waste/index.html.

3. If any contaminated soils are discovered during this project, they may be subject to disposal as hazardous waste. Please contact the
OLQ at 317-308-3103 to obtain information on proper disposal procedures.

4. If Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)are found at this site, please contact the Industrial Waste Section of OLQ at 317-308-3103 for
information regarding management of any PCB wastes from this site.

5. Ifthere are any asbestos disposal issues related to this site, please contact the Industrial Waste Section of OLQ at 317-308-3103 for
information regarding the management of asbestos wastes. (Asbestos removal is addressed above, under Air Quality.)

6. If the project involves the installation or removal of an underground storage tank, or involves contamination from an underground
storage tank, you must contact the IDEM Underground Storage Tank program at 317-308-3039
( http://www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit /waste/ust.html) .

FINAL REMARKS

Should the applicant need to obtain any environmental permits in association with this proposed project, please be mindful that IC 13-15-8
requires that they notify all adjoining property owners and/or occupants within ten days of your submittal of each permit application.
Applicants seeking multiple permits, may still meet the notification requirement with a single notice if all required permit applications are
submitted with the same ten day period. For additional information and forms, visit

www.in.gov/idem/guides/permit/landdevelopment/notification.html.

Please note that this letter does not constitutes a permit, license, endorsement, or any other form of approval on the part of either the
Indiana Department of Environmental Management or any other Indiana state agency.

Should you have any questions relating to the content or recommendations of this letter, or if you have additional questions about whether a
more complete environmental review of your project should be conducted, please feel free to contact Eric Levenhagen at (317) 234-3386,
elevenha@idem.IN.gov.

Sincerely,

i

Thomas W. Easterly
Commissioner

http://test.ai.org/idem/risctest/enviroletter.asp 1/28/2007



Environmental Review Letter - Page 5 of 5

Signature(s) of the Applicant

I acknowledge that I am secking grant monies, a bond issuance, or other public funding mechanism to cover some portion of the cost of the
public works, infrastructure, or community development project as described herein, which I am working (possibly with others) to
complete.

Project Description

US 50 Corridor study from Dillsboro to I-275 interchange in Lawrenceburg. Study is to evaluate corridor responsiveness to growing traffic
levels & to develop alternatives to address needs of corridor.

With my signature, I do hereby affirm that [ have read the letter from the Indiana Department of Environmental Management that appears
directly above. In addition, I understand that in order to complete the project in which I am interested, with a minimum impact to the
environment, I must consider all the issues addressed in the aforementioned letter, and further, that I must obtain any required permits.

Dated Signature of the Public Owner
Contact/Responsible Elected Official

Steve Smith, Project Manager

Dated Signature of the Project m M
Planner/Consultant Contact Person ,{, v Q

Leslie Trobaugh
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From: <Michael_Litwin@fws.gov>

To: <leslie.trobaugh@strand.com>

Date: 7/3/06 12:40PM

Subject: US 50 corridor study in Dearborn County
Leslie

Because this phase of coordination focuses on existing facilities and
traffic patterns our comments are minimal, so to save time | am submitting
them in email format. Our comments are as follows:

General Comments

The study should develop an inventory of sensitive environmental areas and
features within the study area, and develop route alternatives to avoid or
minimize impact to those areas. An example of sensitive areas is the
extensive and heavily dissected forested, with shallow soils and
near-surface aquifers in some areas, north and west of Lawrenceburg.

Specific Comments

1. The FWS has reviewed the proposed Lawrenceburg Bypass project referred
to on 4-3. A copy of our most recent comment letter (original date
February 8, 2005) is attached below.

2. Page 6-1 briefly addresses environmental features in the study area.
The reference is limited to floodplains and wetlands, however it should
also include streams and the aforementioned forested areas.

Endangered Species

The proposed project is within the range of the federally endangered
Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) and running buffalo clover (Trifolium
stoloniiferum), and federally threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus). The Indiana bat and running buffalo clover are known to
occur within the study area.

(See attached file: Lawrenceburg-Greendale connector.doc)

Michael Litwin

US Fish and Wildlife Service
Bloomington, IN 47403
(812) 334-4261 ext. 205

This message was scanned by U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Region 3 by Symantec
Anti-Virus. Warning: Although we have taken reasonable precautions to
ensure no viruses are present in this email, we cannot accept

responsibility for any loss or damage arising from the use of this email or
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attachments. Recipients should use common sense and IT "Best Practices"
before opening any attachment.

CC: <Laszewski.Virginia@epa.gov>
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July 3, 2006
Ms. Leslie Trobaugh
Strand Associates - SIECO Division
629 Washington Street, P.O. Box 407
Columbus, Indiana 47202
Project No.: STP-9415 Des. 9485960
Road(s): Lawrenceburg-Greendale Connector (new route)

Waterway:  Tanners Creek and tributaries
Work Type:  Road construction
County(ies): Dearborn

Dear Ms. Trobaugh:

This responds to your letter dated September 17, 2004 requesting U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) comments on the aforementioned project. As discussed in several telephone
conversations and e-mails, our response was delayed while awaiting new design information
from your office. The following comments are based upon information received in your original
letter, the additional design information received on January 19, 2005, and the meeting at our
Bloomington Field Office on February 2, 2005.

These comments have been prepared under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et. seq.) and are consistent with the intent of the National Environmental
Policy Act 0f 1969, the Endangered Species Act 01973, and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service's

Mitigation Policy.

The proposed project consists of a new road connecting SR 48 on the west side of Lawrenceburg
with SR 1 east of Greendale. The current proposal includes 3 route alternatives on the west end
and 4 alternatives on the east end with a central component common to all alternatives. The
preliminary designs indicate total project lengths ranging from 2.25 to 3.37 miles, total right-of-
way land requirements ranging from 108 to 149 acres, and right-of-way width requirements
ranging from 150 -200 feet minimum to 750 feet maximum.

Your letter does not provide detailed information regarding impacts of the project (e.g. forest
acreage, stream crossing impacts, wetlands), therefore our comments should be regarded as
preliminary. Additional coordination should occur as project development proceeds.



A biologist from the FWS’ Bloomington Field Office inspected the project on January 12, 2005.
Our inspection focused on areas of greatest concern for wildlife habitat, and was somewhat
limited by access along road and power line easements and by flooding, so we did not inspect all
route alternatives. This office reviewed and inspected the previous Lawrenceburg Bypass
proposal in the mid/late 1990’s, so we are somewhat familiar with the general area of
Alternatives 2D, 2E, 2F and the proposed Tanners Creek crossing.

Western Route Alternatives

We inspected the portion of Alt. 2B where it crosses the forested tributary of Tanners Creek near
the county road along the north section line of Section 4. The drainageway has a moderately
steep slope and is dominated by mixed-age hardwood forest. We observed 4 oak species (red,
white, chinquapin and chestnut), hickories, walnut, white ash, Ohio buckeye, red elm, American
elm and honey locust, including several large trees and snags (Photo 1). The headwater stream
channel is small but contains good habitat quality and is probably used by several small species
of fish and aquatic invertebrates during spring high flows.

Photo 1 Headwater stream corridor in area to be crossed by Alternative 2B.



Impacts in this area would consist of moderate loss and fragmentation of stream habitat, riparian
forest habitat for migratory birds and other forest wildlife, and potential for downstream impacts
from soil runoff and alterations in stream hydrology. We did not inspect the Alt. 2A crossing of
this drainageway or either crossing of the forested drainageway further north, but we would
expect the habitat to be similar and the impacts to be greater at all those locations.

Central Portion of Route

We inspected the proposed route which follows the power line corridor from Pribble Road
downhill to the Tanners Creek floodplain. This route section is essentially the same for Alts. 2A,
2B, 2D, 2E, 2F, and 2G, and most of it overlaps Alt. 2C. Our inspection began at Pribble Road
and followed the power line easement downhill most of the way to the floodplain. Near Pribble
Road the proposed road corridor lies in a narrow forested corridor between the power line
easement, which lies on the lower slopes of a major drainageway, and a pasture at higher
elevations. The forest in this area is dominated by young growth and is heavily infested with
bush honeysuckle, which is an exotic, invasive species. As the route proceeds downhill toward
the floodplain the adjacent forest becomes wider and of higher quality. Approximately half way
to the floodplain the power line easement and proposed road corridor enter what is essentially a
continuous forest block ranging from %2 mile to 1 mile wide and several miles in length, bordered
by US 50 Highway to the south, SR 1 to the north and Tanners Creek to the east. The forest in
this part of the study area is of very high quality, with many large trees, and the understory is
dominated by native vegetation with no honeysuckle apparent (Photo 2).

e

Photo 2  General vicinity of proposed road in extensively forested area, looking toward a
ravine which would have to be crossed. Tanners Creek floodplain is beyond the ravine.



The forest is dissected by several deep ravines with steep slopes, which would require extensive
cut and fill to cross at-grade. Alt. 2C enters the shared corridor by crossing the main
drainageway at another area with very steep slopes. Forest loss and fragmentation in this area
would be large and significant for all alternatives, due to both the location and the steep, rugged
topography which would require a lot of cut and fill.

Impacts in this area would consist of substantial loss of forest habitat for migratory birds as well
as upland game species, non-game mammals, reptiles, and forest amphibians. The road corridor
will create a barrier and result in road kill mortality for all non-flying species, especially slow-
moving species such as reptiles and amphibians. In addition to loss of forest and creation of a
barrier, large openings provide an avenue for invasive species and for brown-headed cowbirds
and bird nest predators, both of which reduce nesting success of migratory birds. There is also a
large potential for soil erosion, loss of slope stability and associated soil runoff to drainageways
and Tanners Creek.

Eastern Route Alternatives

The last area which we inspected was the proposed crossing of Tanners Creek on Alternative 2G.
All of the area between the railroad tracks and the stream channel (which is adjacent to SR 1) is
forested, mostly consisting of floodplain forest. We were not able to inspect this area on foot
because it was extensively flooded as a result of recent rains (Photo 3).

Photo 3 Tanners Creek floodplain at approximate location of Alternative 2G crossing



This route alternative would obviously require a great deal of tree clearing and forest
fragmentation due to the extensive amount of fill that would be needed. Even if the entire area
were bridged (approximately )2 mile), tree clearing would still be required beneath the bridge.
Since wildlife impacts for Alternatives 2 D-F would be so much less, the FWS is opposed to
Alternative 2G.

Site-Specific Recommendations

General

We continue to suggest an additional Alternative, as we did in our review of the project,
continuing essentially due north from the Pribble Road/power line intersection to SR 1, and
improving SR 1 from that point to Greendale. This would eliminate the central project
component where most of the significant impacts would occur.

Western Alternatives and Central Portion of Route

1. Alternative 2C (Pribble Road) has less overall impacts on wildlife habitat and less potential
for erosion and intrusion on steel slopes because it avoids the forested tributaries discussed
previously. However, due to the interconnection between all west Alternatives and the shared
central portion where the greatest impacts will occur, we recommend a revised route for
Alternative 2C and the central route, as shown in the attached Figure 1. Our proposed route is
shifted to the north at the upper elevations of the power line corridor, in the cleared field rather
than on the forested slope, then shifts to the south in the area of extensive, high-quality forest, to
be as close as possible to the power line corridor. This will reduce the direct impacts of the
highway at higher elevations, especially where Alternative 2C crosses a steep, forested slope to
join the other alternatives. It will not reduce direct impacts in the lower elevations but will reduce
fragmentation by creating essentially a single, wide linear opening rather than 2 linear openings
with a narrow forest strip between them. The road corridor should be able to overlap somewhat
with the power line corridor since it would not compromise access to or maintenance of the
corridor. (Note: In our February 2 meeting you stated that the current proposal for the entire
power line corridor is to locate the road as close to the power line as possible).

2. All steep drainageway ravines in the central portion of the project (as shown in Photo 2)
should be bridged rather than filled. This will greatly reduce the required right-of-way and
associated tree clearing.

3. All small drainageways not addressed in recommendation #2 should be crossed with 3-sided
culverts rather than pipes or closed culverts.

Eastern Alternatives

Our preferred route on the east end is Alternative 2E. As previously stated we are opposed to
selection of Alternative 2G.

General Mitigation Recommendations



1. Post DO NOT DISTURB signs at the construction zone boundaries in forested areas and
do not clear trees or understory vegetation outside the boundaries.

2. Restrict below low-water work in Tanners Creek and other bridged streams to placement
of piers, pilings and/or footings, shaping of the spill slopes around the bridge abutments,
and placement of riprap.

3.  Restrict stream channel work and vegetation clearing to the minimum necessary for
construction of crossings.

4.  Minimize the extent of artificial bank stabilization.

5.  Ifriprap is utilized for bank stabilization, extend it below low-water elevation to provide
aquatic habitat.

6. Implement temporary erosion and siltation control devices such as placement of riprap
check dams in drainage ways and ditches, covering exposed areas with erosion control
materials, and grading slopes to retain runoff in basins. Additional erosion control
measures will be necessary in areas with steep slopes.

7.  Revegetate all disturbed soil areas immediately upon project completion, using native trees
and shrubs in forested areas and riparian areas.

8.  Avoid channel work in Tanners Creek and the western tributaries during the fish spawning
season (April 1 through June 30).

Endangered Species

The proposed project is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis)
and running buffalo clover (Z¥ifolium stoloniferum), and federally threatened bald eagle
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus). There are currently no eagle nests near the project area.

During the winter, Indiana bats hibernate in caves. In spring, they migrate variable distances to
upland and bottomland forested areas where they spend the summer roosting, foraging, and
bearing their young (only one pup/female). Upon arriving at their summer habitat, up to a
hundred or more adult females form maternity colonies and raise their pups beneath the
exfoliating bark of trees. Suitable roost trees are those which contain exfoliating bark with
sufficient space to shelter bats, including dead and senescent trees, shagbark hickories and other
species which develop loose bark as large, old specimens. Each maternity colony uses at least
one 'primary’ roost tree that is used by a majority of bats the majority of the time and up to a
dozen or more 'alternate' roost trees, which are used less frequently by fewer bats. Primary roost
trees are frequently situated along forest edges or in forest openings such that the trees receive
maximum solar radiation throughout the day (i.e., to provide a thermal advantage to the
developing young) and are often located near drainageways in relatively undeveloped areas.
Because roost trees are an ephemeral resource and the bats are very loyal (i.e., philopatric) to
their roosting and foraging areas from year to year, Indiana bats require an adequate and
continual supply of suitable roost trees growing and dying in the landscapes surrounding their
maternity colonies.



There is suitable summer habitat for this species present throughout the area surrounding the
project site. A bat survey conducted in 1998 for the previous Lawrenceburg Bypass project
found a juvenile female Indiana bat at a site on Tanners Creek. The presence of a juvenile
indicates that a maternity colony/roost was present nearby, but because a radio-tracking study
was not conducted at that time, the locations of maternity roosts could not be determined. Based
upon typical foraging ranges of juveniles in late summer, the roost could be in any forested area
of any route alternative currently under consideration.

Since the surrounding landscape is extensively forested, the current alternative proposals,
depending upon final design, may not eliminate enough summer habitat to adversely affect
members of the Indiana bat colony that we assume still resides in the area. However, we have
insufficient information for making such a determination because no roost trees were located
during the 1998 bat survey and the bats' roosting and foraging areas may have shifted over time.
If construction of the proposed road happened to eliminate a primary and/or alternate roost trees
then even clearing during the non-occupancy season may result in adverse effects and incidental
taking of Indiana bats, by reducing the reproductive potential of the affected colony members.

To resolve this issue, we recommend that additional mist net surveys be conducted and that radio
transmitters be placed on any Indiana bats captured, to determine the precise location of their
roost trees relative to the proposed alignments. Surveys of summer habitat within proposed road
corridors to evaluate the abundance and distribution of suitable roost trees would also be useful
in assessing potential impacts and possibly modifying the project to avoid areas of suitable roost
tree concentrations. Areas of concern for surveys are the large forest block associated with
Tanners Creek near the power line corridor (all route alternatives), and the forested drainageways
near the west end of the project (Alternate 2A only).

If no additional bat survey work is performed, or if additional mist net surveys and radio-
telemetry surveys determine that the primary roost tree or concentrations of occupied roost trees
will be lost or significantly disturbed by the selected alignment, the project as currently proposed
may adversely affect the Indiana bat. The FWS would need additional information to make a
further determination as to whether a take will occur, which would result in the need for formal
consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Additional information needed
would include estimates of the right-of-way widths in the areas of concern, estimates of the
amount and quality of forest which would be lost, and the likelihood of additional losses from
induced, secondary development.

If additional surveys determine that the occupied roost trees are not in the area that would be
affected by the project, or if no Indiana bats are found in properly conducted surveys, the
probability of adverse effects on the listed species would be much lower. In that case, a taking
could be avoided by implementing best available design and construction measures to minimize
habitat loss, adhering to seasonal restrictions on tree removal (no removal of trees in areas of
suitable habitat between April 15 and September 15), and including design measures to minimize
the extent of induced development.



Bat surveys must be conducted in accordance with FWS survey protocols, by a biologist with
sufficient expertise in bat biology to obtain state and federal permits. It would also be necessary
to work with the FWS’s Bloomington Field Office to determine appropriate survey sites.

There is a recent record of running buffalo clover in a tributary drainageway approximately %%
mile upstream from the west end of Alternatives 2 D-G. The Endangered Species Act (ESA)
does not prohibit taking of listed plants on non-federal land, but Section 7 (a) (1) of the ESA
directs all federal agencies to utilize their authorities to further the purpose of the Act. We
recommend a survey for this species in appropriate habitats at the east end of the study area,
during the appropriate growing season. Since running buffalo clover occurs in small, localized
populations, if specimens of running buffalo clover are found they could probably be avoided by
minor route adjustments.

This endangered species information is provided for technical assistance only, and does not
fulfill the requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. Additional informal
consultation will be necessary until a determination has been made regarding adverse effects on

listed species.

A permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act may be needed for the proposed project. Our
recommendations to the U.S. Army Corps of engineers for permit conditions would be consistent
with our comments here.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment at this early stage of project planning. As project

development continues, please recoordinate with our office. If you have any questions about our
recommendations, please call Mike Litwin at (812) 334-4261 (Ext. 205).

Sincerely yours,
Scott E. Pruitt
Field Supervisor
cc: Federal Highway Administration, Indianapolis, IN
Andrew Pelloso, IDEM, Water Quality Standards Section, Indianapolis, IN
Christie Kiefer, Indiana Division of Fish and Wildlife, Indianapolis, IN

ES: MLitwin/332-4261/July 3, 2006



THIS IS NOT A PERMIT

State of Indiana

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of Water

Early}:Coordinatlon/Enwronmental Assessment

Requestor:

Project:
County/Site info:

Regulatory Assessment:

Natural Heritage Database:

Fish & Wildlife Comments:

Contact Staff:

Eﬁ-"‘i2141 Request Received: May 4, 2006

" Strand Associates, Inc
- -L-eslie Trobaugh

629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201

US 50 Corridor Planning and Environmental Assessment Study
Dearborn

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the above referenced
project per your request. Our agency offers the foilowing comments for your
information and in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

This proposal will require the formal approval of our agency for construction in a
floodway, pursuant to the Flood Control Act (IC 14-28-1). Please submit a copy of this
letter with the permit application.

The Natural Heritage Program's data have been checked.
The Division of Nature Preserves has no comment for this project at this time.

Significant areas of wetlands and non-wetland floodplain habitat associated with the
Ohio River and its tributaries could be negatively affected by any roadway
improvements south of US50 between Aurora and 1-275. Steep and densely forested
hillsides are located immediately north of US50 along most of this area. New terrain
roadway improvements could cause significant environmental harm and should be
avoided.

Bridges should be designed to provide a minimum 8 feet tall by 24 feet wide opening
that does not include the size of the opening over the channel. This opening under the
bridge with unsubmerged dry land is essential for wildlife passage. If riprap is planned
under the bridge, only dry land unarmored with riprap is considered in the opening
dimensions. Considerations can be made if alternative armoring materials are used.

Additional environmental review comments will be made as more specific project
information is made available.

Christie L. Stanifer, Environ. Coordinator, Environmental Unit

Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service. Piease do not hesitate to
contact the above staff member at (317) 232-4160 or 1-877-928-3755 (toll free) if we
can be of further assistance.

Date: July 6, 2006

Jon W. ){ggen ﬂ ﬂ

Environmental Supervisor
Division of Fish and Wildlife
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Leslie A. Trobaugh
Strand Associates, Inc
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201

Re: FHWA/INDOT Early Coordination Point Package for the Corridor Planning and
Environmental Assessment Study (EA/Corridor Study) for US 50 from the Town of
Dillsboro, Indiana to the US 50/I-275 Intersection east of Lawrenceburg, Indiana.

Dear Ms. Trobaugh:

The National Environmental Policy Act Implementation Section (NIS) has received your May 2,
2006, letter addressed to Ms. Virginia Laszewski, with the following enclosures: (1) Draft Copy —
Purpose and Need (dated March 2006), (2) Draft — US 50 Existing Conditions Report (dated April
2006), and (3) a post card to fill in and return to your office requesting to know whether or not U.S.
EPA will participate in the above referenced study.

After receiving your letter, Ms. Laszewski called you on May 10, 2006, to get clarification on the
above referenced study and additional information. We now understand that Steve Smith, INDOT
and Larry Heil, FHWA are the project managers for this US 50 EA/Corridor Study. After speaking
with you, Ms. Laszewski filled out and returned your post card on 05/10/06. She amended the post
card to state that our agency would be willing to participate in the study as staff time allows. She
also made arrangements to attend the June 13, 2006, Interagency Review Meeting mentioned in
your letter. On June 8, 2006, after making several calls she was informed that the June 8™ meeting
was postponed until an unspecified future date.

U.S. EPA’s understanding of the FHWA/INDOT streamlining process for EA/Corridor Studies is
that an Interagency Review Meeting is held to allow the agencies to ask questions, get answers and
provide verbal comment on the particular EA/Corridor Coordination Point Package of information
(Package) currently under consideration. An Interagency Review Meeting is usually held two
weeks in advance of the deadline for written comments on a Package.

At thls tlme we will not be submitting written comments on the Package that accompanied your
May 2" letter.” We will wait to comment after we have had an opportunity to attend the future
Interagency Review Meeting to discuss the current or perhaps revised/amended versions of the
Coordination Point Package draft documents.

Recycled/Recyclable+Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (40% Postconsumer)
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We appreciate your early coordination efforts. If you have any questions or wish to discuss please
contact Ms. Virginia Laszewski, at 312/88-7501 or email her at laszewski.virginia@epa.gov.

Sincerely, /

Kenneth A. Westlake; Chief
NEPA Implementation Section

Cc:  Steve Smith, INDOT
Larry Heil, FHWA



Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor

D N R Kyle J. Hupfer, Director
Indiana Department of Natural Resources

Environmental Unit E

Division of Water

402 W. Washington Street, Rm. W264

Indianapolis, IN 46204-2641 MAY T 6 2006
May 12, 2006

Ms. Leslie A. Trobaugh STRAND ASSOCIATES, INC
Strand Associates, Inc. COLUMBUS, IN
629 Washington Street

Columbus, Indiana 47201

RE: US 50 Corridor Planning and Environmental Assessment Study ~ DNR # CTS-ER-12141

Dear Ms. Trobaugh:

This is an informational letter in response to your request for an Environmental Review received at the
Division of Water on May 4, 2006 for the above project in Dearborn County. We would like you to know
that the review is in process. Please refer to the above DNR # when calling and on all future
correspondence regarding this project. ‘

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (317) 232-4160 or toll free at (877) 928-
3755. You may also email me at aoliger@dnr.IN.gov or contact Christie Stanifer, Environmental
Coordinator, at the number above.

Sincerely,

Environmental Secretary

An Equal Opportunity Employer
Printed on Recycled Paper



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, LOUISVILLE
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.0. BOX 59 [
LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY 40201-0059
FAX: (502) 315-6677 \0‘0
http://www.lIrl.usace.army.mil/ \9\\
May 30, 2006
Operations Division
Regulatory Branch (North)
ID no. 200600627~pmh
This 1s in response to your request for comments concerning:
Description: US 50 Corridor Planning and Environmental Assessment

Study
Name of Organization requesting early coordination:
Indiana Department of Transportation

We do not have any comments on the general environmental impacts of
the proposed project(s). This agency is not funded or authorized to
provide general environmental assessments for all federally related
development proposals. Our lack of comments on specific potential
environmental impacts should not be construed as concurrence that no
significant environmental damage would result from the project.

1. The proposed improvement may impact the following waterway(s) under
our jurisdiction:

Tanners Creek, Unnamed Tributaries of Tanners Creek, Unnamed
Tributaries of the Ohio River, Hogan Creek, and Unnamed Tributaries of
Hogan Creek.

2. Current and/or future plans to develop the waterway(s) include:
None
3. The following Corps of Engineer's projects and/or studies are

located within the area:
None

4. The depth or elevation of Ordinary High Water (OHW) is:
Feet mean sea level.

The OHW elevation is the line on the bank established by the
changing water surface and indicated by physical characteristics such as
a clear natural line impressed on the bank; shelving; changes in the
character of the soil; destruction of terrestrial vegetation; and other
indications as determined upon inspection of the area. If additional
information is needed for the OHW you may contact our Hydrology &
Hydraulics Branch by calling (502) 315-6456.



Questionnaire for the Indiana Department of Transportation,
Office of Aviation

Project No: Des/Bridge No:

Project Description:

US 50 Corridor Planning and Environmental Assessment Study

Dearborn Co, IN

Requested By:

Strand Associates, Inc.

Are there any existing or proposed airports within or near the project limits? No

If yes, describe any potential conflicts with air traffic during or after the construction of

the project.

This project should have no impact on airspace or air

navigation.

This information was furnished by:

Name: Justin Klump
Title: Project Manager, INDOT-Office of Aviation
Date: 05/30/2006
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Leslie Trobaugh W

Strand Associates, Inc.

629 Washington Street

Columbus, Indiana 47201 WQ/ ; "
b

Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”)

Re: Request for evaluation of alternative plans for improvements to US 50 from the Town of Dillsboro to
the intersection of US 50 and I-275 east of Lawrenceburg

Dear Ms. Trobaugh:

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470f) and 36 C.F.R. Part 800, the staff of the
Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”) has conducted an analysis of the materials dated November 17,
2006, and received on November 21, 2006, for the above indicated project in Clay, Washington, Center, and Lawrenceburg
townships, Dearborn County, Indiana.

Upon your request, we reviewed the list of parties invited to participate in consultation. Apart from Strand Associates, no other
parties have expressed direct interest in the project. Additionally, we are unaware of other local historic preservation
organizations who might be interested in the project. In regards to the Indiana SHPO, Kyle Hupner {sic} no longer holds the

title of Indiana SHPO. As of December 4, 2006, Robert E. Carter, Jr., who was appointed by the Governor Daniels, became the
new Indiana SHPO.

Once the information becomes available, please provide the indicated information to facilitate the identification and analysis of
historic properties in the project area:

1) Define the area of potential effects'.

2) Provide the relevant portion of a town, city, county, U.S. Geological Survey quadrangle, or Interim
Report map containing the following:

o  Clearly mark the precise location of the proposed project.
« Indark ink, clearly mark the boundaries of the area of potential effects.

¢ Clearly label the names of nearby landmarks (e.g., major streets, roads, highways, railroads, rivers,
lakes).

3) Give the precise location of any buildings, structures, and objects within the area of potential effects
(e.g., addresses and a site map with properties keyed to it).

! Area of potential effects means the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause changes
in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The area of potential effects is influenced by the scale and
nature of an undertaking and may be different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking (see 36 C.F.R § 800. 16[d]).

An Equal Opportunity Employer
Printed on Recycled Paper
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Leslie Trobaugh
January 19, 2007

Page 2

Once the indicated information is received, the Indiana SHPO will resume identification and evaluation procedures for this

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

Give the known or approximate date of construction for buildings, structures, objects, and districts within
the area of potential effects.

Submit historical documentation for buildings, structures, objects, and districts within the area of
potential effects.

List all sources checked for your historical research of the area of potential effects.

Provide clear, recent photographs or good quality computer-generated images (not photocopies), keyed
to a site plan, showing any buildings, structures, objects, or land that could be affected in any way by the
project.

Describe the current and past land uses within the project area; in particular, state whether or not the
ground is known to have been disturbed by construction, excavation, grading, or filling, and, if so,
indicated the part or parts of the project area that have been disturbed and the nature of the disturbance;
agricultural tilling generally does not have a serious enough impact on archaeological sites to constitute a
disturbance of the ground for this purpose.

project. Please keep in mind that additional information may be requested in the future.

A copy of the revised 36 C.F.R. Part 800 that went into effect on August 5, 2004, may be found on the Internet at www.achp.gov
Jor your reference. If you have questions, please contact Shana Kelso of our office at (317) 232-3491 or skelso@dnr.IN.gov.

Very truly yours,

Fhora Koo

« Ron McAhron
Acting Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

RM:SNK:snk

CC.
emc:

Robert F. Tally, Division Administrator, Federal Highway Administration
Greg Sekula, Southern Regional Office, Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana
Christopher Koeppel, Indiana Department of Transportation
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Leslie Trobaugh / o0b
Strand Associates, Inc. q / %
629 Washington Street

Columbus, Indiana 47201
Federal Agency: Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”)

Re: Phase Ia archaeological literature review and reconnaissance survey report (Jackson/Vosvick, 5/8/06)
for the construction of a roadway to connect SR 1 and SR 48 north of Greendale (Lawrenceburg-
Greendale Connector) (Project #STP-9415 [ ], Designation #9485960)

Dear Ms. Trobaugh:

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470f) and 36 C.F.R. Part 800, the staff of the
Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (“Indiana SHPO”) has conducted an analysis of the materials dated May 26, 2006,
and received on May 30, 2006, for the above indicated project in Lawrenceburg Township, Dearborn County, Indiana.

In regards to archaeological resources, we concur with the conclusions and recommendations of the archaeological
reconnaissance report that the seven sites (12D593-12D599) recorded within the project area do not appear eligible for inclusion
in the National Register of Historic Places. Therefore, no further archaeological investigations appear necessary for these sites.
However, portions of the proposed project area contain alluvial soils with a potential to hold buried undisturbed archaeological
resources. Given the above, a Phase Ic subsurface reconnaissance will be required to determine the presence or absence of
archaeological resources within the alluvial soils present within the project area. The survey must be done in accordance with
the Secretary of the Interior’s “Standards and Guidelines for Archaeology and Historic Preservation” (48 F.R. 44716). A plan
for the subsurface investigation must be submitted to the Department of Natural Resources for review and comment prior to
initiation of fieldwork. Areas where landowner permission was not obtained will need to be avoided by all project activities or
subjected to archaeological investigations.

Please be advised that the reconnaissance report indicated 13 sites being recorded within one mile of the proposed project area.
Based on our records, at least 9 additional sites have been recorded within one mile of the proposed project area. For future
reference, a complete and thorough records review of all records pertinent to a particular project should be conducted.

In regard to buildings and structures, we still need the additional information we requested in our letter dated October 21, 2004,
to Leslie Trobaugh of Strand Associates, Inc. Once it has been provided, the Indiana SHPO will resume identification and
evaluation procedures for this project pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. § 470f) and
36 C.F.R. Part 800.

A copy of the revised 36 C.F.R. Part 800 that went into effect on January 11, 2001, may be found on the Internet at
www.achp.gov for your reference. 1If you have questions about our comments, please call our office at (317) 232-1646.
Questions about archaeological issues should be directed to Cathy Draeger or Dr. Rick Jones. Questions about historic
buildings or structures pertaining to this project should be directed to Shana Kelso.

RM:SNK:CLD:JRJ:cld

cc:  Robert F. Tally, Division Administrator, Federal Highway Administration
Christopher Jackson, Archaeological Consultants of the Midwest
emc: Christopher Koeppel, Indiana Department of Transportation
Ben Lawrence, Indiana Department of Transportation
Greg Sekula, Director, Southern Regional Office, Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana

An Equal Opportunity Employer
Printed on Recycled Paper
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Larry Heil, Project Manager
FHWA — Indiana Division Office
575 N. Pennsylvania St., Room 254
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

«” Steve Smith, Project Manger
Indiana Dept. of Transportation
N901 100 North Senate Ave.
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2219

Re:  Alternatives Coordination Point for U.S. 50 EA/Corridor Study, Dearborn
County, Indiana (FHWA/INDOT)

Dear Mr. Heil and Mr. Smith:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reviewed the October 6, 20006, letter
with enclosures from Mr. Bruce A. Rape, Strand Associates, Inc. regarding the above
referenced EA/Corridor Study being conducted under the Federal Highway
Administration (FHW A)/Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Streamlined
EIS Procedures. Mr. Rape requested EPA comment on the alternatives that are proposed
to be dismissed or advanced for further study.

After reviewing the information, Ms. Virginia Laszewski of my staff contacted FHWA

and spoke with Larry Heil to get clarification on this study and the information that was
sent for EPA review and comment. Based on this conversation and the information we

received from Mr. Rape, EPA offers the following comments.

EPA understands that the purpose of the study is to identify potential transportation
system improvements to alleviate congesied travel areas and safety concerns along the
US 50 corridor in Dearborn County, Indiana. The total length of the project is
approximately 18 miles and extends from Dillsboro through Aurora and Lawrenceburg to
Greendale at the I-275 interchange with US 50, The 18-mile US 50 corridor was divided
into 4 segments for analysis.

Based on the purpose and need information for this proposal, there are minor existing and

future (2031) congestion and some safety issues that need to be addressed at various areas
along the US 50 corridor. The Alternative Summary sheets that accompany Mr. Rape’s

Recycled/Recyclable » Prnted with Vegetabie Oil Based Inks on 100% Recycled Paper (50% Postconsumer)



letter identify that the following alternatives are currently being proposed for further
evaluation:

Segment 2: Aurora to Lawrenceburg [State Road (SR) 148 to SR 48]

+ Intersection Improvement (US 50 at Wilson Creek Road).

* Intersection Improvement (US 50 at Wal-Mart Entrance).

* Travel System Management (TSM) Concept 11: (access management/barrier
median solutions).

Segment 3: Lawrenceburg, (SR 48 to Arch Street)

* Alternative 6: One-Way Pair (Mid North) - Possible Two-Way (3-lane one-way streets
with short turn lanes at intersections),

* Alternative 5: One-Way Pair (Near North) (3-lane one-way streets with short turn lanes
at intersections).

* Alternative 1: One-Alignment Capacity Expansion (from 4 fo 6 lanes) in Downtown
Lawrenceburg (requires 3 thru lanes plus dual lefts and exclusive rights at major
intersections).

Segment 4: Greendale (Arch Street to 1-275)
+ Intersection Improvements —~ US 50 at [-275 Interchange (triple left turn lanes from
1-275 WB, dual left turn lanes for all other movements).

At this time, EPA has no major concerns with advancing the above alternatives for
further study. Based on the limited information we were given to review, it appears that
the impacts associated with the above alternatives may not be significant and may be
mitigable. However, we advise that future National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
study documentation demonstrate that all avoidance, minimization and compensation
efforts concerning air quality, wetlands, surface and ground water quality/quantity,
aquatic habitat, upland forest land, wildlife and wildlife habitat have been incorporated
into any alternative advanced for proposed implementation.

At this time, we concur with the proposed elimination of the following alternatives from
further consideration:

Segment 3: Lawrenceburg (SR 48 to Arch Street)

* TSM Concept 2: No Left-Turns Allowed in Downtown Lawrenceburg.

* TSM Concept 3: Reversible Lanes in Downtown Lawrenceburg.

* Alternative 4: One-Way Pair (South) (3-lane one-way street with short turn lanes at
intersections).

» Alternative 7: One-Way Pair (Far North) (3-lane one-way streets with short turn
lanes at intersections).

» Alternative 8; SR 1 to SR 48 Connector (Nowlin Ave.) new terrain roadway.

» Alternative 9: SR 1 to SR 48 Connector (Indiana Glass) new terrain roadway.

* Alternative 10: New Ohio River Bridge (US 50 to KY 20).




‘We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide written comment on this
FHWA/INDOT Streamlined EIS Procedures project. However, we note that this project
did not convene any interagency coordination meetings that are supposed to take place
for FHWA/INDOT’s Streamlined EIS Procedures, EA/Corridor studies. We understand
that all proposed interagency coordination meetings for this study were cancelled, in part,
because some resource agencies, including EPA, found the proposed meeting locations
inconvenient. In light of limited travel funds, EPA requests that the resource agencies be
given the option to participate in all future interagency coordination meetings for this and
other FHWA/INDOT Streamline EIS Procedures projects via conference call and/or
webcast. EPA requests at least a 30-day advance notice of all meetings.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions please
contact Virginia Laszewski of my staff at 312/886-7501.

Sincerely,

/// g - e . A
%%W ////x/{%/

Kenneth A. Westlake, Chief
NEPA Implementation Section
Office of Strategic Environmental Analysis

ce: Bruce A. Rape, Strand Associates, Inc., 629 Washington Street, Columbus, IN 47201
Mike Litwin, USFWS Region 3, Bloomington Ecological Services Office,
620 S. Walker Street, Bloomington, IN 47403-2121



Leslie Trobaugh

From: Scott Roush

Sent: Tuesday, December 19, 2006 11:08 AM
To: Jeff Held; Leslie Trobaugh; Bruce Rape
Subject: FW: EPA Comments on US50 Study

Attachments: US50 EPA Comments 121306.pdf

Scott Roush

Strand Associates. Inc.
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47202
1.812.372.9911
1.812.372.7190 fax
scott.roush@strand.com

From: Smith, Steve [mailto:SSMITH@indot.IN.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, December 19, 2006 10:59 AM

To: Scott Roush

Cc: Baukert, Frank

Subject: EPA Comments on US50 Study

Page 1 of 1

Scott, please review the comments, prepare a response to EPA and place comments in the project file or the

appropriate report.

Stephen C. Smith, AICP
Manager, Long-Range Transportation Planning Section
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT)
N901 100 North Senate Avenue
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2219
Voice: 317-232-5646
Fax: 317-234-1228

12/19/2006



Mitchell E. Daniels, Jr., Governor
N R Kyle J. Hupfer, Director
indiana Department of Natural Resources

Environmental Unit

Division of Water
402 W. Washington Street, Rm. W264
Indianapolis, IN 46204-2641

October IP.12006 (T * o onng

Mr. Bruce A. Rape
Strand Associates, Inc.
629 Washington Street
Columbus, Indiana 47201

STRLT Eae
coltvegs o e

RE: US 50 Corridor Study~ DNR # CTS-ER-12141-1

Dear Mr. Rape:

This is an informational letter in response to your request for an Environmental Review received at the
Division of Water on October 10, 2006 for the above project in Dearborn County. We would like you to
know that the review is in process. Please refer to the above DNR # when calling and on all future
correspondence regarding this project.

Please note that we did not forward a copy of this request to the Division of Historic Preservation. If this
project requires a review by the Division of Historic Preservation, a separate copy will need to be sent to
that office.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me at (317) 232-4160 or toll free at (877) 928-
3755. You may also email me at acliger@dnr.IN.gov or contact Christie Stanifer, Environmental
Coordinator, at the number above.

Sincgrely,

Alysson C. Olige
Environmental Sefretary

An Equal Opportunity Empioyer
Printed on Recycled Paper
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3 5‘ EF§ -12141-1 Request Received: October 10, 2006

M*"“‘*’”‘"‘S'trand Associates, Inc
Bruce A Rape
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201

Project: US 50 Corridor Study
County/Site info: Dearborn

The Indiana Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the above referenced
project per your request. Our agency offers the following comments for your
information and in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

Regulatory Assessment:  This proposal will require the formal approval of our agency for construction in a
floodway, pursuant to the Flood Control Act (IC 14-28-1). Please submit a copy of this
letter with the permit application.

Natural Heritage Database: The Natural Heritage Program's data have been checked.
To date, no plant or animal species listed as state or federally threatened, endangered,
or rare have been reported to occur in the project vicinity.

Fish & Wildlife Comments: Wetlands and non-wetland floodplain habitat associated with Wilson Creek, Tanner's
Creek, and Ohio River will be negatively affected by the proposed roadway
improvements.

The Wilson Creek Road Improvements may affect habitat in the floodway of Wilson
Creek upstream of US 50 that is part of the required mitigation for the relocation of
Wilson Creek west of the Wal-Mart parking lot. The road project must not impact the
mitigation site in any way.

The alternative for traffic congestion relief through Lawrenceburg that does not impact
the wetland area near the school grounds is the recommended alternative.

Bridges should be designed to provide a minimum 8 feet tall by 24 feet wide opening
that does not include the size of the opening over the channel. This opening under the
bridge with unsubmerged dry land is essential for wildlife passage. If riprap is planned
under the bridge, only dry land unarmored with riprap is considered in the opening
dimensions. Considerations can be made if alternative armoring materials are used.

Impacts to wetlands in the floodway must be mitigated in accordance with the state
wetland mitigation guidelines (see hittp://www.state.in.us/nrc/policy/wetlands.html).
Impacts to non-wetland habitat in the floodway may also require mitigation. The state
wetland mitigation guidelines provide information about non-wetland forested habitat
mitigation requirements as well as urban forests habitat mitigation requirements.

Fish, wildlife, and botanical resource losses can be expected to occur as a result of this
project. These losses can be minimized through implementation of the
recommendations above and the following measures.

Revegetate all bare and disturbed areas with a mixture of grasses (excluding all
varieties of tall fescue), legumes, and native shrub and hardwood tree species as soon
as possible upon completion.

Minimize and contain within the project limits inchannel disturbance and the clearing of
trees and brush.

Do not work in the waterway from April 1 through June 30 without the prior written
approval of the Division of Fish and Wildlife.



THIS IS NOT A PERMIT

State of Indiana
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Division of Water

Eérly Coordination/Environmental Assessment

Do not cut any trees suitable for Indiana bat roosting (greater than 14 inches in
diameter, living or dead, with loose hanging bark) from April 15 through September 15.
Do not excavate in the low flow area except for the placement of piers, foundations, and
riprap, or removal of the old structure.

Do not construct any temporary runarounds or causeways.

Use minimum average 6 inch graded riprap stone extended below the normal water
level to provide habitat for aquatic organisms in the voids.

Plant native hardwood trees along the top of the bank and right-of-way to replace the
vegetation destroyed during construction.

Post "Do Not Mow or Spray" signs along the right-of-way.

Plant five trees, at least 2 inches in diameter-at-breast height, for each tree which is
removed that is ten inches or greater in diameter-at-breast height.

Do not excavate or place fill in any riparian wetland.

Contact Staff: Christie L. Stanifer, Environ. Coordinator, Environmental Unit
Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service. Please do not hesitate to
contact the above staff member at (317) 232-4160 or 1-877-928-3755 (toll free) if we
can be of further assistance.

Jon/V. Egg
En¥ironme
Division of Fish and Wildlife

[Y'j//‘ Date: November 16, 2006
aéupervisor



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
U.S. ARMY ENGINEER DISTRICT, LOUISVILLE
CORPS OF ENGINEERS
P.O. BOX 59
LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY 40201-0059
FAX: (502) 315-6677
http://lwww.Irl.usace.army.mil/

October 30, 2006

Operations Division

Regulatory Branch (North)

ID no. LRL-2006-1431-pmh

This is in response to your request for comments concerning:
Description: US. 50 Corridor Study

Name of Organization requesting early coordination:

Indiana Department of Transportation

We do not have any comments on the general environmental impacts of

the proposed project(s). This agency is not funded or authorized to
provide general environmental assessments for all federally related
development proposals. Our lack of comments on specific potential

environmental impacts should not be construed as concurrence that no
significant environmental damage would result from the project.

1. The proposed improvement may impact the following waterway(s) under
our jurisdiction:

Tributaries of the Ohio River, Tanners Creek, Wilson Creek,
tributaries of Wilson Creek, Hogan Creek, and tributaries of South Hogan
Creek

2. Current and/or future plans to develop the waterway(s) include:
Ohio River Ecosystem Restoration Program (see attachment)

3. The following Corps of Engineer's projects and/or studies are
located within the area:

None
4. The depth or elevation of Ordinary High Water (OHW) is:

Feet mean sea level.

The OHW elevation is the line on the bank established by the
changing water surface and indicated by physical characteristics such as
a clear natural line impressed on the bank; shelving; changes in the
character of the soil; destruction of terrestrial vegetation; and other
indications as determined upon inspection of the area. If additional
information is needed for the OHW you may contact our Hydrology &
Hydraulics Branch by calling (502) 315-6456.



5. The project site is within flood elevations:

Flood plain information is available by writing this office
directly and requesting a floodplain delineation for a specific area.
However, we are required by law to collect a fee for this service. The
fee varies with the scope and complexity of the request. If you are
interested in receiving this service please re-submit this request to
the above address, ATTN: CELRL-PMP or call (502) 315-6892 and we will
provide information on the fee schedule. Otherwise you may be able to
obtain this information from local agency sources such as planning
commissions.

6. Wetlands:

are located on the site as indicated on the attached sheet.

X To our knowledge, no wetland mapping of your proposed project site
has been done, nor does the Corps of Engineers have any future plans to
delineate and map Jjurisdictional wetlands for public or private use. If
you suspect wetlands would be impacted by the discharge of dredged or
fill material, a wetland delineation report conforming to the "Corps of
Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual, Technical Report Y-87-1," would
have to be submitted. Members of our regulatory staff having expertise
in this area, would evaluate and verify the wetland delineation report
as part of our review process. If you need assistance in preparing a
wetland delineation, there are several environmental consultants in your
geographic area having this expertise.

7. If based on your coordination with the State Historic Preservation
Officer, it is determined that the project may affect historic
properties listed in, or eligible for listing in, the National Register
of Historic Places, the Department of the Army permit application must
include information stating which historic property may be affected by
the proposed work and/or a vicinity map indicating the location of the
historic property.

8. If your project would impact any "waters of the United States,"
including jurisdictional wetlands, then you should submit a Department
of the Army (DA) permit application for review by this office. Copies
of DA permit application forms can be obtained by writing to the above
address ATTN: CELRL-OP-FN or by calling (502) 315-6733.

Phyllis"” Hockett
Project Manager
Regulatory Branch

Enclosure
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DEC 1'3 2005

REPLY TO THE ATTENTION OF

B-19]

Larry Heil, Project Manager
FHWA — Indiana Division Office
575 N. Pennsylvania St., Room 254
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

Steve Smith, Project Manger
Indiana Dept. of Transportation
N901 100 North Senate Ave.
Indianapolis, Indiana 46204-2219

Re:  Alternatives Coordination Point for U.S. 50 EA/Corridor Study, Dearborn
County, Indiana (FHWA/INDOT)

Dear Mr. Heil and Mr. Smith:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) reviewed the October 6, 2006, letter
with enclosures from Mr. Bruce A. Rape, Strand Associates, Inc. regarding the above
referenced EA/Corridor Study being conducted under the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA)/Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT) Streamlined
EIS Procedures. Mr. Rape requested EPA comment on the alternatives that are proposed
to be dismissed or advanced for further study.

After reviewing the information, Ms. Virginia Laszewski of my staff contacted FHWA

and spoke with Larry Heil to get clarification on this study and the information that was
sent for EPA review and comment. Based on this conversation and the information we

received from Mr. Rape, EPA offers the following comments.

EPA understands that the purpose of the study is to identify potential transportation
system improvements to alleviate congested travel areas and safety concerns along the
US 50 corridor in Dearborn County, Indiana. The total length of the project is
approximately 18 miles and extends from Dillsboro through Aurora and Lawrenceburg to
Greendale at the I-275 interchange with US 50. The 18-mile US 50 corridor was divided
into 4 segments for analysis.

Based on the purpose and need information for this proposal, there are minor existing and

future (2031) congestion and some safety issues that need to be addressed at various areas
along the US 50 corridor. The Alternative Summary sheets that accompany Mr. Rape’s
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letter identify that the following alternatives are currently being proposed for further
evaluation:

Segment 2: Aurora to Lawrenceburg [State Road (SR) 148 to SR 48]

* Intersection Improvement (US 50 at Wilson Creek Road).

* Intersection Improvement (US 50 at Wal-Mart Entrance).

* Travel System Management (TSM) Concept 11: (access management/barrier
median solutions).

Segment 3: Lawrenceburg (SR 48 to Arch Street)

* Alternative 6: One-Way Pair (Mid North) — Possible Two-Way (3-lane one-way streets
with short turn lanes at intersections).

* Alternative 5: One-Way Pair (Near North) (3-lane one-way streets with short turn lanes
at intersections).

* Alternative 1: One-Alignment Capacity Expansion (from 4 to 6 lanes) in Downtown
Lawrenceburg (requires 3 thru lanes plus dual lefts and exclusive rights at major
intersections).

Segment 4: Greendale (Arch Street to 1-275)
* Intersection Improvements — US 50 at I-275 Interchange (triple left turn lanes from
1-275 WB, dual left turn lanes for all other movements).

At this time, EPA has no major concerns with advancing the above alternatives for
further study. Based on the limited information we were given to review, it appears that
the impacts associated with the above alternatives may not be significant and may be
mitigable. However, we advise that future National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
study documentation demonstrate that all avoidance, minimization and compensation
efforts concerning air quality, wetlands, surface and ground water quality/quantity,
aquatic habitat, upland forest land, wildlife and wildlife habitat have been incorporated
into any alternative advanced for proposed implementation.

At this time, we concur with the proposed elimination of the following alternatives from
further consideration:

Segment 3: Lawrenceburg (SR 48 to Arch Street)

» TSM Concept 2: No Left-Turns Allowed in Downtown Lawrenceburg.

» TSM Concept 3: Reversible Lanes in Downtown Lawrenceburg.

* Alternative 4: One-Way Pair (South) (3-lane one-way street with short turn lanes at
intersections).

* Alternative 7: One-Way Pair (Far North) (3-lane one-way streets with short turn
lanes at intersections).

* Alternative 8: SR 1 to SR 48 Connector (Nowlin Ave.) new terrain roadway.

* Alternative 9: SR 1 to SR 48 Connector (Indiana Glass) new terrain roadway.

» Alternative 10: New Ohio River Bridge (US 50 to KY 20).




We appreciate the opportunity to review and provide written comment on this
FHWA/INDOT Streamlined EIS Procedures project. However, we note that this project
did not convene any interagency coordination meetings that are supposed to take place
for FHWA/INDOT’s Streamlined EIS Procedures, EA/Corridor studies. We understand
‘that all proposed interagency coordination meetings for this study were cancelled, in part,
because some resource agencies, including EPA, found the proposed meeting locations
inconvenient. In light of limited travel funds, EPA requests that the resource agencies be
given the option to participate in all future interagency coordination meetings for this and
other FHWA/INDOT Streamline EIS Procedures projects via conference call and/or
webcast. EPA requests at least a 30-day advance notice of all meetings.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment. If you have any questions please
contact Virginia Laszewski of my staff at 312/886-7501.

Sincerely,

L

Kenneth A. Westlake, Chief
NEPA Implementation Section
Office of Strategic Environmental Analysis

cc: Bruce A. Rape, Strand Associates, Inc., 629 Washington Street, Columbus, IN 47201
Mike Litwin, USFWS Region 3, Bloomington Ecological Services Office,
620 S. Walker Street, Bloomington, IN 47403-2121



United States Department of the Interior — [rsug¥fiones
Fish and Wildlife Service

Bloomington Field Office (ES)
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403-2121
Phone: (812) 334-4261 Fax: (812) 334-4273

April 23,2007

EGETVE
Mr. Bruce Rape
Strand Associates

629 Washington Street, STRAND ASSOCIA

Columbus, Indiana 47201 COLUNBUS. 7 O
Project: US 50 Corridor Study

Road(s): US 50 Highway

Waterway: Tanners Creek

Work Type: Road reconstruction

County(ies): Dearborn

Dear Mr. Rape:

This responds to your letter dated March 28, 2006 requesting U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) comments on the draft Environmental Assessment/Corridor Study report for the
aforementioned project.

These comments have been prepared under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et. seq.) and are consistent with the intent of the National Environmental
Policy Act 0f 1969, the Endangered Species Act of 1973, and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
Mitigation Policy.

The draft Environmental Assessment (EA) has no substantive changes from the Purpose and
Need/Alternatives Carried Forward document which we reviewed and commented on in our
letter of December 4, 2006. Our recommendations in that letter to minimize impacts, as repeated
below, are still appropriate for the EA.

1. Design right-of-way expansions to minimize impacts on streams and wetlands, especially
Tanners Creek, Wilson Creek and Hogan Creek, and associated wetlands.

2. Design right-of-way expansions to minimize tree removal in forested areas.

3. Miitigate for unavoidable wetland impacts by wetland replacement in the same watershed.
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Endangered Species

The draft EA incorrectly states that “...none of the recommended alternatives are known to lie
within the habitat of the Indiana bat or running buffalo clover”. We do not consider any of the
alternatives carried forward to be objectionable in terms of their impacts on endangered species,
however habitat for the Indiana bat and running buffalo clover is present near the study area, and
we cannot make a final determination as to whether any habitat will be affected until we review
individual project proposals in more detail. The endangered species comments from our
December 4, 2006 letter are repeated and clarified below.

The proposed project is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis)
and running buffalo clover (Trifolium stoloniferum) and federally threatened bald eagle
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus). There are no records of bald eagle nests near the project area at this
time, however the species is rapidly expanding its nesting range in Indiana. There are recent
records of Indiana bats and running buffalo clover near Lawrenceburg.

Summer habitat for Indiana bats is present in forested areas throughout the study corridor. The
recent capture record of this species is along Tanners Creek, however other suitable habitat areas
have not been surveyed. The advisability of conducting surveys for Indiana bats for the US 50
study will depend upon the extent to which the proposed alignments vary from the existing
alignment in undeveloped, forested areas.

Running buffalo clover is typically found in Indiana in disturbed bottomlands and slopes of Ohio
River tributaries. Due to the geographic scope of the study area it would be advisable to conduct
a habitat survey to determine if suitable habitat for this species is present in areas to be affected
by the proposed projects. Discovery of suitable habitat may indicate the need for a species-
specific survey for running buffalo clover.

This endangered species information is provided for technical assistance only, and does not
fulfill the requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. We will conduct a Section 7
analysis for each project as it comes forward for review.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment at this early stage of project planning. If project plans
change such that fish and wildlife habitat may be affected, please recoordinate with our office as
soon as possible. If you have any questions about our recommendations, please call Mike Litwin
at (812) 334-4261 (Ext. 205).

Sincerely yours,

Scott E. Pruitt
Field Supervisor
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Federal Highway Administration, Indianapolis, IN

IDEM, Water Quality Standards Section, Indianapolis, IN

Christie Stanifer, Indiana Division of Fish and Wildlife, Indianapolis, IN

Virginia Laszewski, US EPA, 77 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, IL B-19J 60604-3590

CC:



U.S.
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior
Fish and Wildlife Service

Bloomington Field Office (ES)
620 South Walker Street
Bloomington, IN 47403-2121
Phone: (812) 334-4261 Fax: (812) 334-4273

December 4, 2006

Mr. Bruce Rape

Strand Associates

629 Washington Street,
Columbus, Indiana 47201

Project: US 50 Corridor Study
Road(s): US 50 Highway
Waterway:  Tanners Creek

Work Type: Road reconstruction
County(ies): Dearborn

Dear Mr. Rape:

This responds to your letter dated. October 6, 2006 requesting U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service |
(FWS) comments on Purpose and Need and alternatives carried forward for the aforementioned
project.

These comments have been prepared under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et. seq.) and are consistent with the intent of the National Environmental
Policy Act 0f 1969, the Endangered Species Act of 1973, and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service's
Mitigation Policy.

We have no comments on the Purpose and Need Report, which mostly addresses issues of
congestion and safety. According to your letter the study includes 4 segments of US 50 from
Dillsboro to IR 275 at Lawrenceburg. The majority of the project proposal involves
reconstruction on approximately the existing alignment, however 3 of 10 preliminary alternatives
for Segment 3 through Lawrenceburg are being carried forward for further analysis. All 3
alternatives involve existing streets and/or disturbed areas within Lawrenceburg, however
Alternative 5 would slightly overlap the boundary of an urban wetland. Possible improvements
to the US 50/Wilson Creek Road intersection may impinge on higher quality forested wetlands
along lower Wilson Creek. Other proposed intersection improvements are at the Walmart
entrance road west of Lawrenceburg and at the entrance ramp to I-275. We do not anticipate any
excessive impacts on wildlife habitat from the 3 alternatives for US 50 carried forward thus far
(#1, S and 6), all of which would affect mostly previously disturbed ground in urban areas. The
proposed US 50/1-275 ramp intersection improvements, as currently proposed, would expand
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right of way in all 4 quadrants for a total of approximately 4 acres. This improvement also would
not result in excessive impacts as currently proposed. Alternatives 8 and 9, which were
discarded, are related to a proposed Lawrenceburg Bypass study which we have reviewed
extensively. Those corridors have the potential for significant habitat impacts however it appears
that they will not be addressed further in this study. Discarded Alternates 4 and 7 would affect
undeveloped areas to a lesser extent, however Alternate 4 would require a crossing of significant
wetlands near Tanners Creek. Discarded Alternate 10, which proposes a new bridge across the
Ohio River at Aurora, would also have substantial natural resource impacts, although the
majority of terrestrial impacts would occur in Kentucky.

At this time we recommend consideration of the following measures to mitigate adverse impacts
on fish and wildlife resources:

1. Design right-of-way expansions to minimize impacts on streams and wetlands, especially
Tanners Creek, Wilson Creek and Hogan Creek, and associated wetlands.
2. Design right-of-way expansions to minimize tree removal in forested areas.

3. Mitigate for unavoidable wetland impacts by wetland replacement in the same watershed.

Endangered Species

The proposed project is within the range of the federally endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis)
and running buffalo clover (I¥ifolium stoloniferum) and federally threatened bald eagle
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus). There are no records of bald eagle nests near the project area at this
time, however the species is rapidly expanding its nesting range in Indiana. There are recent
records of Indiana bats and running buffalo clover near Lawrenceburg.

Summer habitat for Indiana bats is present in forested areas throughout the study corridor. The
recent capture record of this species is along Tanners Creek, however other suitable habitat areas
have not been surveyed. The advisability of conducting surveys for Indiana bats for the US 50
study will depend upon the extent to which the proposed alignments vary from the existing
alignment in undeveloped, forested areas.

Running buffalo clover is typically found in Indiana in disturbed valleys and slopes of Ohio
River tributaries. Due to the geographic scope of the study area it would be advisable to conduct
a habitat survey to determine if suitable habitat for this species is present in areas to be affected
by proposed projects. Discovery of suitable habitat may indicate the need for a species-specific
survey for running buffalo clover.

This endangered species information is provided for technical assistance only, and does not
fulfill the requirements of Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment at this early stage of project planning. If project plans
change such that fish and wildlife habitat may be affected, please recoordinate with our office as
soon as possible. If you have any questions about our recommendations, please call Mike Litwin
at (812) 334-4261 (Ext. 205).
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Sincerely yours,
Scott E. Pruitt

Field Supervisor

Federal Highway Administration, Indianapolis, IN

IDEM, Water Quality Standards Section, Indianapolis, IN

Christie Stanifer, Indiana Division of Fish and Wildlife, Indianapolis, IN

Virginia Laszewski, US EPA, 77 West Jackson Boulevard, Chicago, IL (B-19]) 60604-3590



United States Forest Hoosier National Forest 811 Constitution Avenue
USD A Department of Service Supervisor’s Office Bedford, IN 47421
Sz Agriculture Phone: 812-275-5987
e Fax: 812-279-3423
TDD: 1-800-877-8339
File Code: 1950
Date:  April 10, 2007

Bruce A. Rape

Strand Associates, Inc.

629 Washington St.

Columbus, IN 47201

RE:  US 50; Dearborn County Environmental Assessment/Cotridor Study Draft Report

Dear Mr. Rape:

I have reviewed the above referenced proposal. Since your site is outside the Hoosier National
Forest boundary, I cannot provide you with meaningful information to assist you with your

project.

Thank you for making me aware of your proposal.

Sincerely,

NNETH G. DAY
Forest Supervisor

WS\M

Caring for the Land and Serving People

APR 11 2007
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MBUS, IN
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United States Department of Agriculture

ONRCS

Natural Resources Conservation Service
6013 Lakeside Bivd.
Indianapolis, IN 46268

) CEIVE January 25, 2007

I=
Bruce A. Rape L Yo g

i ""V\J\J‘-]
SA Strand Associates, Inc. co
629 Washington St. e j
Columbus, IN 47201 ! ’*‘e%ﬁﬁ.&%ﬁ?ﬁﬁs' INC:

Dear Mr. Rape:

The project to make improvements to U.S. 50 in Dearborn County, Indiana, as referred to in your
letter of October 6, 2006, will cause a conversion of prime farmland.

The attached packet of information is for your use in completing Parts VI and VII of the AD-
1006. After completion the federal funding agency needs to forward one copy to NRCS for our

records.

[f you need additional information, please contact Lisa Bolton at 317-290-3200, extension 342.

Sincerely,

i € Iotww/‘

NE E. HARDISTY
State Conservationist

Enclosures

The Natural Resources Conservation Service provides leadership in a partnership effort to help people
conserve, maintain, and improve our natural resources and environment.

An Equal Opportunity |



U.S. Department of Agriculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Date Of Land Evaluation Request

10/6/06

Name Of Project )5 50 Dearborn Co Corridor Study

Federal Agency Involved

Proposed Land Use 2 ,aqway improvements

| County And State

Dearborn County, IN

PART Il (To be completed by NRCS)

Date Request Received By NRCS

10/10/06

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes No ]Acres Imigated | Average Farm Size
(If no, the FPPA does not apply -- do not complete additional parts of this form). ] 119 Acres
Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA
Corn, soybeans Acres: 104,980 % 53 Acres: 51,523 %26
Name Of Land Evaluation System Used Name Of Local Site Assessment System  Date Land Evaluation Retumed By NRCS
LESA |—o4-0]
PART lll (To be completed by Federal Agency) i Aller naﬁie',S"e R;g% -
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 1.8 B
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly
C. Total Acres In Site 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 1.8
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 0.0
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted  [0.00 7 |
D. Percentage Of Farmiand In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 12.0 ]
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion 85
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points)
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) { Maximum
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b) Points
1. Area In Nonurban Use
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area
6. Distance To Urban Support Services
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland
9. Availability Of Farm Support Services
10. On-Farm Investments
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use
TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 (0 0 0 0
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 85 B
Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local
site assessment) ent{ 160 0 0 0 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 85 0 0 0
. . Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Site Selected: Date Of Selection B Yes No [1

Reason For Selection:

Site A represents the ROW intersection improvement at Wilson Creek road, and is the only part of this Study that has an impact.

(See Instructions on reverse side)
This form was electronically produced by Nationai Production Services Staff

Form AD-1006 (10-83)



U.S. Department of Agriculture

- FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

Date Of Land Evaluation Request 10/6/08

PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Name Of Project US 50 Dearborn Co Corridor Study Federal Agency Involved

County And State

Proposed Land Use R, adway improvements Dearborn County, IN

PART Il (To be completed by NRCS) | Date Request Received By NRCS 44,10/06
Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes  No FCFGS Irrigated | Average Farm Size
(If no, the FPPA does not apply -- do not complete additional parts of this form). D4 119 Acres
Major Crop(s) ~ [Farmable Land In Gowt. Jurisdiction | Amount Of Farmiand As Defined in FPPA
Corn, soybeans Acres: 104,980 % 53 Acres: 51,523 % 26
Name Of Land Evaluation System Used "~ |Name Of Local Site Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned By NRCS
LESA |—ad-07]
PART Il (To be completed by Federal Agency) Sich S‘i\t';eg‘a“"e'S“isait{g% —sEp
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 1.8
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly Bl
C. Total Acres In Site 1.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 1.8 j
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 0.0
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted | 9. 001 1 -
D. Percentage Of Farmiand In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value \ 12.0
PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion 85
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of 0 fo 100 Points)
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) ' Maximum
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b) Points ‘
1. Area In Nonurban Use | ]
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use |
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed ‘
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area -
6. Distance To Urban Support Services
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland

9. Availability Of Farm Support Services
10. On-Farm Investments h ]
11. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 0 0 0 0
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 85

Lgt)éala sSs'xtees,;\,sns;st)sment (From Part VI above or a local 160 0 0 0 0

TOTAL POINTS b( Total of above 2 lines) 260 85 0 0 ] 0
Site Selected: Ee Of Selection asA Local?iiansa Aessment U,iid?

Reason For Selection:

Site A represents the ROW intersection improvement at Wilson Creek road, and is the only part of this Study that has an impact.

(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (10-83)

This form was electronically produced by National Production Services Staff



INDIANA UNIVERSITY

U

INDIANA
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

611 North Walnut Grove
Bloomington, Indiana
47405-2208

812-855-5067
Fax: 812-855-2862

EGEIVE |

NOV 2 1 2006

812-855-1366 STRAND ASSOCIATES, INC.
COLUMBUS, IN

November 16, 2006

Bruce A. Rape

Strand Associates, Inc.
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201

Dear Mr. Rape,

This letter is in response to you inquiry, dated October 6, 2006, regarding
the proposed alternatives for transportation improvements along the US
50 corridor from Town of Dillsboro through to the Town of Greendale,
Dearborn County, IN. The activities you have described should not be
affected by, nor have an affect on the geology of the area.

Sincerely,

S JON\W

Marni D. Karaffa
Geologist



Questionnaire for the Indiana Department of Transportation,
Office of Aviation

Project No: Des/Bridge No:

Project Description:

US 50 Corridor; Lawrenceburg, IN

Requested By:

Strand Associates, Inc.

Are there any existing or proposed airports within or near the project limits? No

If yes, describe any potential conflicts with air traffic during or after the construction of

the project.

This project should have no impact on airspace or air

navigation.

This information was furnished by:

Name: Justin Klump
Title: Project Manager, INDOT-Office of Aviation
Date: 10/26/2006



APPENDIX C
FIRST COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND PUBLIC
INFORMATION MEETING MINUTES AND COMMENTS (APRIL 2006)
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STRAND
[ ] Information Only

MEMORANDUM ] Project Specific
[] Policy Memo - File With

TO: File

FROM: Scott Roush, Strand Associates, Inc.

DATE: April 18, 2006

RE: INDOT US 50 Corridor Planning Study and Environmental Assessment

This date a meeting was held at the Adult Learning Center, 311 West Tate Street, Lawrenceburg,
Indiana from 3:00 — 5:00 with the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) to discuss the Purpose and
Need of the project. This was the first of three meetings that are required by Indiana’s Streamlined EIS
Procedures.

A list of those attending is attached.

The meeting began with a Power Point presentation by Scott Roush (see attached) discussing the results
of the Existing Conditions Report and the Purpose and Need statement. The meeting then broke into
four small groups with the task of identifying additional issues that affected the operation of US 50.
Copies of the draft Existing Conditions Report and the draft Purpose and Need documents were
available at each table as well as a blank aerial photograph of the project corridor. Each group then
reported a summary of their discussion. Following is a summary of those comments.

o It was suggested that the study should not terminate at I-275. It was suggested that the study be
extended to the State Line due to the amount of anticipated development. It was also suggested
that SR 1 also be included in this study. SR 1 via Bellview Avenue has a very poor cross section
with significant truck traffic. The existing SR 1 bridge over the railroad tracks is a bottleneck.

e The segment of US 50 between Aurora and Wilson Creek Road/Wal Mart entrance should
receive additional analysis regarding traffic operations. Specifically, the George Street, SR 148
(Sunnyside Avenue), Wilson Creek Road and Wal Mart entrance (Sycamore Estates)
intersections should receive intersection level analysis rather than be included as part of a larger
corridor. Additional safety and deficiencies analysis should occur through this segment.

e Chris McHenry should be contacted regarding locations of specific historic structures. Specific
structures mentioned were Flowers By Vicki structure and a church in Lawrenceburg.

e Primary issues are congestion on US 50, Bellview Avenue/SR 1 truck traffic and bottlenecks at
SR 48 and at Wal Mart.
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There are no good bypass solutions. The River to the south and steep hills to the north make US
50 the only good corridor for improvement.

Corridor needs access management. Need to limit access at controlled intersections, service
roads or combined accesses for 4-5 stores.

County redevelopment should be included in meetings.
Portions of US 50 are designated as a National Scenic Byway

Any proposed improvements should recognize the historic value of individual structures and
districts along the study corridor.

Make sure that the SR 48 realignment is included in project planning.

In Dillsboro there is poor access to the Solid Waste Management District, the flashing lights that
serve Dillsboro and at the casket company during shift changes. Sight distance is also a problem.

As sewer access is provided along US 50 in the Dillsboro area there will be more access points
as economic development occurs. Setbacks should be adequate so that sight distance is not
affected.

There is a cemetery behind Steak & Shake and the overpass in Greendale.

Hillside development is causing drainage problems due to under sized culverts and erosion

The Tanners Creek bridge and the floodplain are critical features

Traffic is currently using Greendale via Ridge Road as a cut through to avoid US 50. This is
glutting up existing City streets. Elderly and youth are afraid to drive on US 50.

Need left and right turn lanes at new developments such as theatre and at Kroger.

Specific Improvement Suggestions

Turning lane/capacity improvements should be considered at Wilson Creek Road, SR 148
(Sunnyside Road), George Street, and Blair Road in the Aurora area. Add additional capacity
from SR 148 to George Street and from Wilson Creek Road to Wal Mart. Also look at new
access to Wal Mart from Wilson Creek Road

[Initials]S\@SIECO\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Scott\Meeting Notes\04-18-06 CAC.doc\092407
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e The “suicide lane” should be removed and replaced with a median.
e A new bridge over Tanners Creek is needed now. It can’t wait.
e Need computer controlled traffic lights that can adjust signal times based on conditions.

e Cooperate with Ohio to place a new interchange at I-275 and Stephens to take load off of 1-275
at SR 1.
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S IOAND.
[] Information Only
MEMORANDUM [ ] Project Specific
[ ] Policy Memo - File With
TO: File
FROM: Leslie Trobaugh, Strand Associates, Inc.
DATE: April 28, 2006
RE: INDOT US 50 Corridor Planning Study and Environmental Assessment
CC: Tim Lawson, Doe Anderson

This date a public information meeting was held at the Lawrenceburg High School, in Lawrenceburg,
IN. Representing INDOT: Mary Jackman, Frank Baukert; Strand Associates: Scott Roush, Leslie
Trobaugh; Doe Anderson: Tim Lawson; M-E: Erin Peterson, Brian Forschner.

Public information meetings are held to create an informal opportunity for local residents to participate
in the process of implementing projects that affect their communities. The next public information
meeting for the US Corridor Study is tentatively scheduled for September; at that time proposed
alternatives will be presented for public comment.

Mary Jackman briefly explained the comment process and the agenda for the evening. Scott Roush then
summarized the study process (see power point presentation listed on this website). Erin Peterson
discussed the Gateway Study, which is a separate, but complementary study focused on land use and
access management for the US 50 corridor. A question and answer period followed the presentations.
A representative selection of questions/responses follows:

e Will other connections to US 50, such as SR 1 be studied since these other roads impact traffic
on 50?7 Response- Other roads would only be looked at only to the extent that we examine traffic
patterns on the corridor; where is US 50 traffic coming from and where does it want to go. The
focus is US 50 and what we can do to ease the problems along this route

e What is an acceptable number of access points to have on US 50?7 Some businesses could be
reached from roads behind the building — will you look at that? Response- Access points along
the corridor are evaluated based on how they affect traffic flow, accident rates and congestion. It
seems pretty clear that the number of access points along the corridor from Aurora through
Lawrenceburg contributes to the problems. One possible solution could certainly be access via
alternate roads. Impacts to current land use along those alternate routes would have to be
examined.

e People are used to hearing the word “study”” and seeing nothing happen. Could smaller solutions
be implemented quickly, then it would help the public feel something was being done?
Response — There will be both short-term and long-term solutions developed. Low impact, less
expensive improvements could be implemented much more quicky by the local INDOT district.
The alternatives that are large dollar, off-route items, for example a new road, would take much

S\@SIEC0\051--1001060\078\Wrd\Env\notes04-25-06 PIM.doc
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more time and more in depth study. This study will allow INDOT to move forward with
evaluating the more complex solutions without having to go back to developing a purpose and
need, which can be time consuming.

What will happen when Tanner’s Creek Bridge is worked on? Will detours be created?
Response —Various scenarios will be examined, including the increased cost to traffic for any
detour, impacts to traffic due to lane closures, etc. This crossing is so important to the
community, any solution will focus on as little disruption to traffic flow as possible.

How did you determine future traffic volumes? Cincinnati residents are looking to get away
from the crime, etc., and looking across the river to Dearborn County. Response — A generalized
growth factor was used. Data from other studies such as Dearborn County’s Transportation
Assessment were reviewed. A Traffic Demand Model is being developed which is a computer
model that can be used to test possible solutions and traffic flow. It is possible that after the
Model is completed that some of the projected traffic volumes for 2031 could go up or down

The question and answer period closed with an invitation for anyone interested in becoming a member
of the Community Advisory Committee (CAC)to leave their contact information with Tim Lawson so
that they could be notified of the next CAC meeting.
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Apr 05 2006 12:46PM MAIN STREET AURORA 812-926-1080

PO Box 158, Aurora, IN 47001
(812) 926-1100 MAIN STREET AURORA

To: Leslie Trobaugh Fromu  Karla Fry Schmeltzer
faoa  812-372-7180 Pages: 3

Phone: 812-372-9911 Date:  4/6/08

Re: Community Advisory Committee cC:

O Urgent O For Reviaw O Please Comment [ Please Reply O Please Recycle

¢ Comments:
Attached is the Community Advisory Committes Normination Form and corrections for your records

Please contact me if you have any questions.
Karla Fry Schmelfzer

PO Box 156

Aurora, IN 47001

812-826-1100
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ASTRAND 7 /

AGSOCIATES. INTo .

ENGINAERS
March 24, 2008
029 Washington Street

Columbus, IN 47201 Xarla Fry Shme\rzex
Fhane 21237258""  Main Strest Aurara Y.
' AD4Faurth-Strast  TVYO. Rene \Sle
Main-Sireet-Suite
Offica Locatlons Aurora, IN 47001
Madison, Wi
Joliet, IL BearMe-Ostendorf-
Louisville, KY
o We are inviting Main Street Aurora to designate a representative to serve on the U.S. 50
Columbus, IN Corridor Community Advisory Committee (CAC), a group that will help identity concerns
lLa:jr;cwegnOl-'iN and review optlons as a corridor study is inltiated to determine the best approach for
ndianapoils, H H Qi
Milweuh oe, Wi improving this important rcadway.
Clnclnnati, OH

The CAC Iis a crilical part of this study, authorized by the Indlana Departmant of
Transportation that wlll Identify a range of options and make recommendations for
addressing transponation needs along the 18-mile stretch of U.S. 50 from Dlllsboro to
[-2785.

www.atrand.com

The CAC will include a representative group ot people who live, work and travel along U.S.
50. Meetings will take place three times over the next year on elther a Tuesday or
Thursday avening, and will last about {wo hours sach. The first Community Advisory
Committee mesting will be hald from 6:00-8:00 p.m. on Tuesaday, April 18 at the Dearborn

AdultCenter at 311 West. Tate Street.

It ybu are Interested In belng a part of this endéavor, pléase complete the enclosed
Committee member form and return it to us via fax or mall. If you have any questions
concerning the form or meseting plans, pleass call Leslie Trobaugh at 812-372-9911.

Public meetings also will be an integral part of the U.8. 50 Corridor Study. Mesetings will be
held about one week after the Communlty Advisory Committee meeting. Please join us for
an overview of the study at the first U.S. 50 Corridor Study public meeting &t 6:00-8:00 p.m.
on Tuesday, Aprll 28 at Lawrenceburg High School, located at 100 Tiger Boulevard.

Thank you in advance for your assistance. We lock forward to working with you on this
project.

Sincersly yours,
Scott Roush

Project Manager

*Strand Agsoclates Is the enginesring firn contracted for the U.S. 50 Cormridor Study and
public invalvement process.
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U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

Name -—\f‘k DOLY 9\.\\
-

Organization/Representing ,_Gres28\g _
Street Address __ N\ 1O \0- 5. 4\}“\5\\\,\)@:3 So

City wrewods\a (X Wb, Zip Code W03 5
Q‘““’".S,\ Lo® Daytime Phone Number 533~ "W0-M\O8  Fax Number
g\ 5207

E-mail Address ‘ : —

Neighborhood
Lok HOV.5. So |

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:
—“\VQ Ay N&O\Q _Ch\)g A NS L )_;* '\-»r&.‘ <. Q\Q\_ﬂ] A
DN W\ b Lee e \ 5&-%\ Ded waling or
. T N

__Ame.\st\c\k R‘)Y vaw oNeMLsl |

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

Name //J~ S%GLA eJ

Organlzatloanepresentlng Z, /¢/ a/ /«9«//2& TNEEBUR &

Street Address _ .0 . Bovy «47¢¢ Jo’jo e lyot St

City &Mz,mc; sliec Id Zip Code 47925

Daytime Phone Number £/2-572-2553 Fax Number _§/2-532- 75¢a
E-mail Address S‘}éfc(e/éﬁ@@c'l‘h- net

Neighborhood

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

Name (‘fj ”, \«lb“f ok
Orgaﬁization/Representing

Street Address _| &zf%;;:! 0 dmsadiliis Db

City L“ il t Zip Code A Y)["Cﬁ"[

Daytime Phone Number B|7 = 744-7% "mi' Fax Number anm"’-;- X

E-mail Address _ ¢4, & 7
Neighborhood
JH\LM:J,-L‘ ot ,..';f

Comments or concerns aboui U.S. 50:

. [ S -r“fﬁ? A0 “

1/)7:‘2; P’(‘;!" JI\L BAATE THE T HILE

b U e : -ﬁc‘.,»\,\/l z:z}w,u,,,u
CrzEsid t

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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Total number of pages including cover page:

Please Reply: by fax: phone no.: e-mail:

Hard copy WILL/WILL NOT be sent

If there is a problem with the receipt of this message or if it is not complete,
please call the sender at (513) 621-6300.

President

Mark R. Policinski

Executive Direcior

Gary W. Moore \

‘720 Enst Pete Rose Way, Suite 420 - Cincianati, Ohia * 45202 « Phone (513) 621-6300 - Fax (513) 621-9325 - www.okkorg
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U.S.50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

'Name %bpf”—l" }@L‘\ [e(_ ‘DPPU+\{ ZXFCU-}-\V(’ -D\r‘pcfh\
Organ|zatxon/Represent|ngEﬂ Reajona { CQ)HC/ M 670\/'?5’
Street Address " |20 CGS“” Dele %Se Way  #- Lo
City C LNC (NNaX Zip Code %5292
Daytime Phone Number S[3-( 21-630D Fax Number 5)3-62/-7325
E-mail Address _Koohler@) oK. ore

Allecpale: Bil_milles; Regonal Papng Monsp

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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- U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

'Name M\ Q“AEL Q

Organlzatlon/Representlng QE NP\&DM QO CNAM {S\T:.‘K

Street Address _SX0. \:\BN—‘*)V)T

City LHNQELY& %\)(LQ’ Zip Code 4‘7 oIy

Daytime Phone Num erc(n» L’.{? D&M" Fax Numberxu L13_, 08‘\5’
E-mail Address -1 KG2OW 3 SE10ATA Comy_

Neighborhood . .
gw\uﬁ *L_AWLE\Q&;M&G-

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: §12-372-7190
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U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

Name ~ Q/U'( £ fgﬂg l/fr‘ — '._ - :
Organization/Representing M Motz vau—;{ Mc— W ra‘ru&(
- [£363 Crdddh Rrad

Street Address

City _ Auwren % /P Zip Code _ 470Gl 2,
Daytime Phone Number. 212;{32'_’{2,}1 Fax Number _——

E-mail Address (% /Ss, e r_mgl c@@f‘g]n!k ne
Neighborhood

_Mﬁé@%w@@/m

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:

_MMMQWM Aﬁ!m

A RELRA A /...,«'“ S Unit A A NACLAN-2PA
/
Aeer & 4 ¢
l‘.a | “ Rl PHANA KO Colt AU slnln =
.
_“ ““_‘ 1 —— - et <t~ A - -~ ————

&

P '4‘;&%’" éréf-ax comp@{g hform toal.) / hs50 /)"/"g

&

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
- Columbus, IN 47201
' 812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

‘Name /D, 22 14 Ck Jn

Organ‘ization/Representing Mﬂ Bonaw CovnTy [BAELLEACY JIpnglmid e T
Street Address __ %0 / w EsT  SrElH s 7

City Lgpelfrciseat ZipCode _ 4702 5~

Daytime Phone Number g/2 5537 297/ FaxNumber §/2 527 #72¢
E-mail Address /C,_ Em &@/é,a-r'fhﬂn kip < T
Neighborhood

Comments or concerns abouf U.S. 50:

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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CorrldOr Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

Name NL(‘I\U& 'Di\\l_/\_j

Orgaﬁization/Representing' it a | & WENTT
Stract Kidress ﬁﬁwm&émd

City Y \ooiess &, 'H "IN Zip Code U103 3

Daytime Phone Number 319-S%1-90(4 Fax Number 312,-9D) —9555

E-mail Address ﬂ\@&dg;}%j (@ mgigagm; cki . comM
Neighborhood

Comments or concerns aboui U.S. 50:

comnbings — Some  entyantis.

— Condesstion ~ Pornts —~US SO tacoudin - Lawrz bug

NS Cree X 4o 4.,‘. 0300 od-IYToxrt areain
Puvoree . |

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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Study Advisory Group Nomination Form

Name ) efE L Huj’ﬂﬂs

Organization/Representing .' \ ‘ st “amwn 1'551-01/) e
Street Address /70 ~one| SOdef kn
City Lawrenc bu rq Zip Code L7025

Daytime Phone Number BI2.SBL L% T Fax Number /2 - IS2- 2003

E-mail Address sib“gbg_ﬁ@‘dggﬁ}mcg(_’cmﬁth . eV
-.r ~J

Neighborhood

‘I%A Please mail or fax completed form to:

% Ww Leslie Trobaugh W M W—

629 Washington Street

ﬁK/ Columbus, IN 47201 WW Uplirns© 00
0{/ 812-372-9911

2‘51 ‘pﬁml 4, Fax: 812:372:7190 j@d& %U’MOI Wo

dljg Cylaazcbal7é51ﬁﬂwhﬂ
ey
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U.S. 50 CORRIDOR STUDY
The congestion on US 50 from the 275 intersection to 350 intersection has been
significantly detrimental to the area in a number of ways. Stifling economic development
west of the intersection, effectively choking off transportation during peak hours,
Impacting freight, discouraging manufacturing and commercial endeavors for the
reluctances of people to leave the traffic jam for fear of being unable to return, in general
it discourages entreprencurial cfforts. This in turn deceases the opportunity for job
creation. It devalues real estate equity west of the intersection. Increases traffic volumes
on roads less equipped to handle the increased traffic patterns. Choke points increase fuel
consumption decrease air quality. The congestion also creates displeasure of the general
public at the capacity failure. A special concern for urgency comes from the commercial
growth along US50 although slow it is continuing and with the growth comes added cost
and expense for needed improvements and land acquisition. The goal I would like to see
is a clear and concise strategy for evaluating and eliminating the congestion, an answer
that the most impacted Municipalities along with county and state can implement to a

final and successful solution.
Jeff Hughes
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- U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

Name §7%I/&/} La 20/ 71/
Organization/Representing ___( ; )l'_(.! g; tl)/%,ngd/ C. { ,é //&a Ve /0(’ —
Street Address S_/é) A g€

City _@L_Q,Q/M/( Z@/ ﬂ/ Zip Code /, 4/709’5

Daytime Phone Number <3/ 3‘/&5” Fax Number 97013/(/
E-mail Address __ S‘./c;.m,/__zf-f - .PA{% —ﬁ /V~€7L
Neighborhood

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:

= estord gn OSSO bagks /
Oo7l C /J/M»-(’//e (/4{/ |
— eed ﬂfam/ < o o) L/%//J
4%1,(/;/ 7{/ o oo, 0l phoe” pect
—/‘/l/)/\éjﬁ> ﬁe";'/P >C| { u//(‘/,ef
/929/- ,4/7[//1¢47/1/t’f

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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- U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

'Name /\/( arll /L/(C & cmaclC-

Orgaﬁizatlon/Representlng __B%ZO /:am‘(’k (P/&w A’W\"" (S5 o ("Dfra—v*v‘)
Street Address ___ ZISB i g@)ﬂ"

City qurmebw’f« Zip Code ~ Y7025

Daytime Phone Nkn\berlBl?—‘) 537-882] Fax Number £8/2) 532 -202 ¢

E-mail Address YN ccormacde 2 J.uufboﬂ’l /:?mh 1N am/

Neighborhood N

Comments or concerns aboui U.S. 50:

K Lomcams[ o (S SO Corgpshion

(: 3:55"55\ J-uozsx Mm« £ Ct;hums
SRR O Xy My Mﬁlb«% oﬁi

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

Name ﬁfv‘ﬂ/ //’ Lp £ BEMD

Organlzattoanepresentlng (pﬁ’ﬂzﬁﬂ?ﬂ C& DCE’

Street Address < 30 MRy /_go’éw Sewre /56

City //QUEBUCEBQfeé ‘Q/an Code 47025~

Daytime Phone Number §/22 537/573/7' Fax Number gjﬂ 537 £877
E-mail Address ? A ﬂﬁm/w@ ‘855“2 5/7% . US

Neighborhood
ﬂtwm 9 CRressDipy &

Co ents or concerns about U.S. 50:
f’?@&c CET A éaoa[ - AITERVMTE /%urb JUER /,w//wat

Ceeer.  FEsmpptisptip Hshf. (Mo rwe e s YE ﬂA’dIEcT’
15 LEmPLETE. ~ Wil FREBBIE PR STenrevEDd i (e
ﬁjccé:,ﬂ’ A ABCCER {/bLamP cf‘l 'z /MFF[Z?

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201

' 812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

Name _ .D{:. ;S-g&m Qghg §3}3; Y9Ale- ARl
Organlzatlon/Representing Mﬂxi‘_&ptmm

Street Address 0. xSl A2\ Moin SSrest
City Ruvrora ‘ Zip Code _ 4N OO
Daytime Phone Number 3-8 (s- 1100 - Fax Number Ri2 -390 - 10RO
E-mall Address _woan<Xrest anvara @ suscava et
Neighborhood

Q}ml & Duvara

Comments or concerns aboui U.S. 50:

I

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslle Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

"
Nameq beet T Sa.u.cr‘la\"eg (&ﬂa)
Organlzatloanepresentlng M; Z[f_c Z §L\M - Cf.c "[’IZ«ev\,

Street Address _| - .

City L.;-.wmtg,g_; bu‘;gc%ﬂle Code = ¥“1 OZ-S'*"' q15L

Daytime Phone Number §iz~ 6% (- %LL Fax Number $1% *7‘H 2 ,7; (2

E-mail Address bsa.uev by hs . net

Neighborhood éMCV'bV"e'-, V'@ Xa viev. edu
yvia
- d

Com ents or concerns about U.S. 50:

J V* Q:Ck& ”ZM,SS@ f L/\\f‘c)utq,L G LLLA/W/Q\«UL “"”/
WM@‘«@M 2 f“ou)‘ws /wiq rtlec —

QIU/W\ L So beu,%f Lre Atsiona
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Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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| US.50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

vame__ DML _PicHe”

Organization/Representing ):\RP\ ce CHupcH p v __v_":EH_E___\)QLLE y
Street Address ___ |00 A} BAauBRoCcR  Ed,

City. SUdmnan ZipCode __ LN Yqo0y|

Daytime Phone Number £/2-93£ - 1]0 Fax Number ¥ 13 - §26~3550
E-mail Address pi pE LINE Y7041 @ yaHoe. Com
Neighborhood

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

Namej?f'/m f‘u Z)/Umu., Week /«oéj"‘ (. nty Woman feadew)
Organ|zation/Represent|ng #A/M/ru @ébfwwu J.,,.,c, CDMJ%M
Street Address %7 f/ B uWolec) m

City &*WMU’%Q/K Zip Code #7002 &~

Daytime Phone Number $i2-67 72640 Fax Number

E-mail Address fo/fsi/ie w @ m 0 cideo , com
Neighborhood
8- ':Jj};’t-_ wse #.J50 For all busivyecs fFor farm 4 7 >ona;

Comments or concerns aboui U.S. 50:

M%%&M 4‘/&—:/14 e, —op SO - /Vf’fjaaf‘ﬁ?r _
Eal”l’” Laﬂd be—l/p/“{ U JSO Zéﬂ_b @me%@/wwb‘/‘j

X, 3 U"JJWWMWPA/ W\L acareg) ,zfm)C/LeM L‘Co

) MW-—&EZ._/)MLQW

ny ¥ / ;wWL?Q ol o SEfos :%WD/JM
/é‘* ¢ WM;@/ wﬁf):gf %Mj ;uaéouuwceﬂm«/g -47%"47}’(:" o ,é"’/(/t./( Lu-r:\,;/
ans LM Please mail or fax completed form to:

‘»&me/ P,.,J#ka'{ Leslie Trobaugh
r[«ffmfz o) 4§%  gog Washington Street

g Columbus, IN 47201 py

812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190 Q})V



U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Study Advisory Group Nomination Form

Name % 5‘72;;'5&@’& .
Organization/Representing 4 ,é/“///_fn cl FBrll
Street Address 2-%c L)@l T SV

City . Leczsr 4/‘*7@‘@_2@/&5,,_ Zip Code & 7225

Daytime Phone Number 572-532-3553_Fax Number §12-5%$2 -23C0
E-mail Address (S 0L T G (BL—1L 47

Neighborhood

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190

7 Jo 7 abey 1Sd Wd $Z:9S:£0 9002 JBjf [Z WoW d4-elfoulLiy wold
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U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

‘Name ‘PE'ILE. ‘RPSI)YLK '
OrgamzatloanTM@M
Street Address Dﬂ(\ El:—gé Ap /l

City Y Zip Code Q‘JMS

Daytime Phone Numbeg )3 l Eé\( X 2 Fax Number _, Sgi [ ;2,23 9 7
E-mail Address _DRES(() ach. /)KC:‘

Neighborhood

Comments or concerns abouf U.S. 50:

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Study Advisory Group Nomination Form

Name JB}AL L Llle, C//
OrgamzatlonIRepresentlng D ea%soes @zzz/f v Compec/2 // -

" Street Address Joj DERS /eALA DR,
City A‘Mﬁ OR A ZipCode _ F/ 2 @/
Daytime Phone Number@/.L) &Y ~/4AF ax Number —
E-mail Address B L Bzrsl Rrclh B Ewrltlipk, A7

Neighborhood
Aot o g 4 — s laul) fRSF

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:
L less Tl TReloe [ Lovw fRoslows Ao
~ Cad 57/::9«:)/2'4/)/5— WST 2 The ///374’5/
/—M:édlei Ao wild ovTiwme To_ STPesnls
vy Flrrs _foR /ﬁ/ﬁm»mvrf DV ety T
VLl B DITF e &7 o T, /ﬂ/gss/bé'-} 7o '19.«52&:/

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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/17”” Corridor Study

Study Advisory Group Nomination Form
‘ Name N/

Organization/Representing Distson) Covnr yd
g Street Address 25" B pEsT Miéd  SiT
‘| City _ £ 'Bvizf— Zip Code Y7025
/ Daytime Phone Number J/2-344/-2222. Fax Number £/ 2-S72 - 200 3

E-mail Address bmgﬁﬁnmc@dféLbﬁnslu.%_tm@u_

I Neighborhood
i
[

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201

Fax: 812-
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U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Study Advisory Group Nomination Form
Name . N\;’ C,\-'k oe | W ] + e

Organization/Representing ,Daa» 10 o .{L{p er ( orr Cowr 7L /Vo, /
Street Address /.57 Wes H 19 \L S Jale/jr

City Law F@\Cﬂﬂ wrq Zip Co;e 4705

Daytime Phone Numbef/ §12- $37- 677 Fax Number £/.2-522- 2032
E-mail Address _ mwitte @ dearbordcoccdy. Jn ./570\/

Neighborhood ’

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190



Mar 28 06 01:36p DEARBORN SUPERIOR COURT 8125322032

DEARBORN SUPERIOR COURT NO. 1 -

Hon. G. Michael Witte, Judge
215 W. High Street
Lawrenceburg, IN 47025

812/537-8874 - Office
812/532-2032 - Fax

FAX COVER SHEET
DATE: s A £ Ro0 6
TIME: __ /. 4p AMEM)

PAGES: oZ (including cover sheet)

TO: rjf waM

f/a?fé’%?— 7/95

FROM: zj %d/uu;é Nitts, szé%,

MMM’JM@WM&Q{//&# Ab. /

MESSAGE:
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U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

Name .b&/l/@ J. SC,/'?O"SC',/’)

Organization/Representing D(ﬂ/bdfj) / M/a/§ //{7/ h/ S 7é 5 vy
Street Address 703 O %S S0 u%ﬁ& 257 ”
City 24LL/ prae. Zip Code _ &/ 7258/

Daytime Phone Numb&r' 25/ - 9943 - Fax Number 8/F = 7R&-9ctef

E-mail Address M@%&@ﬁa»ﬂw 99

Neighborhood

Wash /,ZJa%oz? Jownshp

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:

7 Jive and woek o 2.8 .58 AL
LS A A bl a aart of e 6%&5{5/
Qé\/?ﬂj/n/()/d She “HUS SU  Aeys loorriesst

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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'U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Community Advisory Committee
Nomination Form

Name _ \&m\\g}f \-’\Q“\\V‘Q.&
Organ:zatloanepresentmg -
Street Address \QD Z,O\/]’\O nﬂ& V\ (M\ K\ S\ Z.
City _LAurom\. : Zip Code LD#OO \

Daytime Phone Number¥12) Q2L 20, 0 gax Number Q2L 44 (9=
E-mail Address <\)Qm mg« - \f\ug\mb . A\Q -byac,o\ Ora
Neighborhood

U

Comments or concerns aboui U.S. 50:

Ly ¢ O\ S ‘ \
O;\\ Q(x\ne_i}r‘ AVO \ "b&ﬂ' LSD\ QY\\'\' ey Q\k(u NYa
DN\ S ’& :
%g:@\ %Fk NN A e A X evening

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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U.S. 50
Corridor Study

Study Advisory Group Nomination Form

Name MML 'ﬂ/(a&/mL Divedr, of Plovning
Organizatuoanepresentmg D&ML«VV\. Cou»ﬁ‘ ?,MA;M +Zoni ~
J )

Street Address __ 1S B Lest  Hilo \t-frd:{“
City Lwr*a’aut\l Zip Code Y&
Daytime Phone Number _#B) $37-8%3] Fax Number _(§|2) $32-2029

E-mail Address _mmgsum_ck._g&ﬂhmwi\ n. qm/

Neighborhood

Comments or concerns about U.S. 50:
_M‘!%&S n,
A,
Loed Use, OPﬂnr"“-‘H' fes
M%_Lg%i_ﬁbam&_

Please mail or fax completed form to:

Leslie Trobaugh
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201
812-372-9911
Fax: 812-372-7190
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From: Leslie Trobaugh

To: bsauerbrey@lasallehs.net
Date: 4/10/06 11:42AM
Subject: U.S. 50 CAC

Hi Bob -

Thank you for the phone call re your application for participation in the Community Advisory Committee
for the U.S. 50 Corridor Study. We did receive your form & look forward to working with you on this

project.

Leslie Trobaugh
Environmental Specialist
Strand Associates, Inc.
629 Washington St.
Columbus, IN 47201

leslie.trobaugh@strand.com
812.372.9911



John A. Rahe, D.D. S.
204 Hillview Drive
Aurora, Indiana 47001

812-926-2826 johnrahe@comcast.net
Scott Roesh

Strand Associates, Inc. JUL 2 8 2006
629 Washington Street _
Columbus, Indiana 47201 i
July 25, 2006

Dr. Mr. Roush:

Pedestrian safety and traffic flow are ever increasingly serious concerns in the
City of Aurora because of the way U.S. 50 bisects our once pedestrian friendly
city. Before U.S. 50 chopped through the center of our town, people safely
walked from the “Westside” and “Northside” areas of our community to the
downtown businesses, churches, schools, etc.

Pedestrians would stop risking their lives and disrupting traffic if walkways were
constructed under the U.S. 50 — Hogan Creek Bridge at both ends. The one at
the North or East end could easily become a bicycle or non-vehicular trail
connecting to the ALT (Aurora-Lawrenceburg Trail) already in existence.

Any study or project directed at improving traffic flow through Aurora should
include these walkways or trails.

Sincerely,

0l 4 G

John A. Rahe, D. D. S.



' “CORRIDOR STUDY

‘v La’:} it THE ~4;»PUﬁPOtSE OF THIS MEETING IS TO PROVIDE

st .l INFORMATEON TO CONCERNED CITIZENS AND TO RECEIVE
INPUT AND FEEDBACK. THIS FORM IS PROVIDED FOR YOUR
CONVENIENCE TO COMMENT ON THE PROJECT OR THE
PRESENTATION. COMMENTS MAY BE SUBMITTED TODAY,
OR MAILED ANYTIME IN THE NEXT TWO (2) WEEKS TO:
Leslie Trobaugh, Strand Associates, 629 Washington St., Columbus,
IN 47201
E-MAIL: Leslie.Trobaugh@strand.com

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING THIS MEETING.

FINAL COMMENT DATE: LOCATION: U.S. 50
May 9, 2006 Dearborn County, IN

NAME: (PLEASE PRINT)
%A@ C@rLﬂJco
ADDRESS: /20  FacdvsTiva | S
_'/mwn,éw(c» /{//Lq A s

E-MAIL: 7 CARRICw Y é: Arl. Cor

COMMENTS:

Mike Sine v dseseeses

éy Closeas ﬂ{/ﬂ-I}q étruvéﬂ ns,
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SIGNATURE:




Richard E. Cutter
1472 Fairway Drive
Lawrenceburg, IN 47025-9521

May 4, 2006 E@EHWE

Leslie Trobaugh MAY - 8 2006

Strand Associates

629 Washington St. STRAND ASSOCIATES,
COLUMBUS, IN

Columbus, IN 47201

Dear Leslie,

For the last 20 years residents of Dearborn County have complained about the traffic on
U.S. 50. INDOT’s response has always been the same, “We need to evaluate existing and
future conditions”. Study after study has been done and yet INDOT has done nothing but
spend money on these studies. With all the studies that have been done over the last 20
years you should have a very good understanding that the traffic in Dearborn County is
not getting any better. It’s time INDOT stopped spending money on studies and actually
did something to solve the traffic problems. I read in the Dearborn County Journal-Press
that a meeting was held on April 25 at the Lawrence High School and only 25 people
showed up. Maybe it’s because the people of the county know that the only thing INDOT
will put before the public is, “We need a study”. You can bet you last dollar that if the
Governor lived in this area U.S. 50 would get fixed.

Thank you,

Pl £ LTt

Richard Cutter
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From: "Jack Maas" <JackMaas@jtmfoodgroup.com>
To: <leslie.trobaugh@strand.com>

Date: 5/6/06 4:13PM

Subject: Uss0

Dear Leslie,

| have been living in his beautiful area for 25 years. Fortunately or
unfortunately the population has grown sufficiently and continues to
grow. City and county leaders continue to allow building permits both
on US 50 and surrounding(retail, commercial, industrial and
residential). Now one of the good things for the government is that the
more population and building, the higher the tax revenue(city, county
and state). We have the Cincinnati metropolitan area right next door to
drawl more residents from, which by the way is where a lot of our
existing growth has come from. Northern Kentucky has done a much better
job at this than we have. Now I'm not saying that we need to do the
same as Northern Kentucky but we need to do something.

Most workers in the area have to leave the area to find well-paying

jobs. That could change with the right road and infrastructure. |
currently live about half way between Aurora and Milan on Route 350. If
| drive to Harrison using US50 it takes 35 minutes under normal traffic.
If | drive a Harrison across 101 entering at the Sunman entrance at 174
it takes 45 minutes. Now, it is always a guessing game when there is
going to be traffic along US50 so that | would make a decision to take
the back way.

A while ago | heard about a road being laid out between Markland dam
and St. Leon. This could create access to the interstate, it could

create industrial areas with good access and they could be regulated.
This would give a lot more access to the entire county. This would put
anybody home from Cincinnati faster as well as open up property for a
lot of different uses. Now | understand there are a lot of people that

are concerned with that but the real fact is we need to be responsible
because the people are already here the buildings are already here if we
wanted to keep it as a rural community where about 10 years too late.
Zoning committee needs to be brought in from the outside if necessary to
do the job right. Part of our community is rural, residential,

industrial, commercial etc..

Now your folks can do all the analysis that they want however, | drive

this daily, | own and operate the sales department of a relatively large
business with 350 employees and | understand what it's going to take to
fix this is massive. So someone has to get aggressive and you're going

to have a bunch of people that are going to want to keep as many on US50
as possible because of sales and you're going to have a lot of people

that don't wanna lose their world environment but guess what | said

before it's too late to a certain degree but the right zoning committee

can keep it. Call and talk to me any time you would like | would like

to share my opinion anytime.

Jack Maas

15134 Lattimer Road
Moores Hills, Indiana
47032
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812-744-3370
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From: "j k" <docdestructo@excite.com>
To: <leslie.trobaugh@strand.com>
Date: 5/6/06 11:49PM

Subject: Highway 50 traffic

Leslie,As a 40 year resident of Indiana and daily user of the Highway 50 corridor through Aurora and
Lawrenceburg, | have come to a few simple solutions to the traffic snarl. | am certainly not one to brag on
myself, but | am a trained advanced driver. The first and most obvious conclusion that | can draw is the
computer controlled timing of the traffic lights from 1-275 alll the way to Highway 350. If said lights were
timed to to turn sequentially and stay green for a period of just 2 minutes, traffic would be allowed to flow
unimpeded, thus eliminating the ever present daily backup. In turning back to red, they should be timed to
turn, again, in sequential order from the 1-275 light on through the corridor allowing for enough time to
elapse to clear the vehicles from between the lights. This would leave enough room for the vehicles on the
side streets to have access to 50 and the space in which to wait for the next round of green lights. In
fairness to the people who use

the side streets frequently, this scenario would not have to be enacted 24/7. Only during the morning and
evening rush hours would it be most advantageous (typically 0530-0830 and 1530-1830). Enforcing speed
limits would have little or no effect on the flow of traffic except to perhaps make it slower. | strongly
suspect the select individuals, who find it necessary to ignore the old fashioned virtue of "common
courtesy" by occupying the left lane at Sunday cruising speed, to be the ones who are complaining about
the speed limit. Too many of these drivers are the type that need education in order to handle the
complexities of turning lanes and signals. The overall situation could also benefit from a few of the side
street accesses to be eliminated. The entrance to Bob Sumerel Tire in Aurora and Shipping Street in
Lawrenceburg are likely suspects. Bob Sumerel and White Castle can be easily accessed from the light at
the entrance to Wal-Mart. People have an awful habit of trying

to turn north on Shipping Street from the busy eastbound lanes on 50 causing no end of fancy brake
demonstrations by those of us who are not considered to be "morning” types. Since it is apparent that
adding more lanes would be infeasible and costly, | firmly believe that the aforementioned suggestions
would be worth a try.l would be most grateful if you would please give this matter some consideration.
Thank you for your attention. J KnoxAurora IN

Join Excite! - http://www.excite.com
The most personalized portal on the Web!
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From: "paul" <pfreys2@fuse.net>
To: <leslie.trobaugh@strand.com>
Date: 5/4/06 3:11PM

Subject: Fw: US 50

--—-- Original Message ----—

From: paul

To: leslie.trokbaugh@strand.com
Sent: Thursday, May 04, 2006 2:45 PM
Subject: US 50

Hi Leslie,

We live on Georgetown Rd., not in Lawrenceburg, In. We avoid Us 50 in Lawrenceburg at all times. It is
very frustrating when you can drive from Georgetown Rd. to Us50 in ten minutes and then spend 20
minutes going from Main and US 50 to the Post Office. | always went with the understanding that the
traffic on US 50 in Lawrenceburg was kept screwed up to satisfy the few business's on US 50.

We do our shopping in Harrison, Ohio or 98% of the time in Florence, Ky. just to avoid the stress of trying
to drive in our area, even with the price gouging of gasoline.

Making traffic flow through Lawrenceburg in not rocket science, | feel that a few simple steps would make
the traffic flow through Lawrenceburg , First, putting signs at the fairgrounds westbound and the Post
Office east bound all through trucks MUST use the right lane. (This must be enforced) Second, the traffic
light timing at Main and US 50, westbound is a mess. When one gets a green the traffic is already backed
up because of the light at Rt.48 is not timed properly. It should have westbound traffic cleared so that the
traffic can flow. The lights should be timed so that if you maintain 25 mph from St.Lawrence church at
Walnut you would catch most lights being green.

If you have to wait a few extra seconds to get onto US 50 and once on fifty you keep moving the wait
would be worth it. Paul & Phyllis Frey 20772 Georgetown Rd. Lwbg.In.47025 Pfreys@fuse.net 637-6687
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U.S. 50
CORRIDOR STUDY

_,THE OSE OF THIS MEETING IS TO PROVIDE

INFORMATION TO CONCERNED CITIZENS AND TO RECEIVE
INPUT AND FEEDBACK. THIS FORM IS PROVIDED FOR YOUR
CONVENIENCE TO COMMENT ON THE PROJECT OR THE
PRESENTATION. COMMENTS MAY BE SUBMITTED TODAY,
OR MAILED ANYTIME IN THE NEXT TWO (2) WEEKS TO:
Leslie Trobaugh, Strand Associates, 629 Washington St., Columbus,
IN 47201

E-MAIL: Leslie.Trobaugh@strand.com

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING THIS MEETING.

FINAL COMMENT DATE: LOCATION: U.S. 50
May 9, 2006 Dearborn County, IN

NAME: (PLEASE PRINT)

Aurora, IN 47001

E-MAIL:
COMMENTS:
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Dr. John Rahe

Representing Main Street Aurora

Immediate Steps to be taken to improve U.S. 50 to positively
influence the economy of downtown Aurora and all of the
City of Aurora.

1. West bound right turn lane at Wilson Creek Road

2. West bound right turn lane at S.R. 148 - Sunnyside Ave.

3. Add an additional west bound lane between S.R. 148 and
George Street in Aurora

4. Wal-Mart Access

Expand existing access to seven lanes

one entering from the east
- two entering from the west
- two exiting to the west
- two exiting to the east

with appropriate expansion of U.S. 50

or

New additional access from Wilson Creek Road and
expansion of Wilson Creek Road to six lanes from U.S. 50 to

Wal-Mart entrance/exit.
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From: "richardullrichjr@netzero.net" <richardullrichjr@netzero.net>
To: <leslie.trobaugh@strand.com>

Date: 5/2/06 11:43PM .

Subject: U.S. 50 Alternative Possibilities...Keep the Trail a Trail!

Leslie Trobaugh
Strand Associates

629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47201

U.S. 50 Alternative Possibilities...Keep the Trail a Trail!

Q: What coordinated/cooperative transit services(rail, coach, vanpool, water-transit)
are being seriously considered as part of the U.S. 50 solutions set?

A:

Q: Is the former Alton Box Company property in Aurora being looked as a "transit hub?"
(Parking structure and train/motorcoach/water-transit station).
A:

Q: How can an agreement be made with the State of Kentucky to direct 1-275 traffic

(esp. tourism related traffic...this is a very scenic route) to the Petersburg, Kentucky exit and then revive
the Ohio River Ferryboat service from Petersburg to

Lawrenceburg & Aurora?

A:

Q: How are daily commuters being surveyed as to their suggested solutions/

willingness to use cooperative/alternative transportation?

A:

Q: What amount of the "Major Moves" dollars are available to spend on this project?

A:

As Lawrenceburg's Mayor Cunningham very accurately stated in the

Tuesday, May 2nd Journal-Press,

"(U.S. 50 is) a road that is almost impossible to expand.”

And, since past planning eliminated the concept of access roads while increasing the frequency of traffic

lights, perhaps a business access road can be built behind all of the businesses on the eastbound side of
U.S. 50 from Wilson Creek Road to S.R. 48.

Or, S.R. 1. And, perhaps Wilson Creek Road can become a newly improved S.R. 148, linking Hwy. 50 to

the Dearborn County Hospital and Dearborn Country Club.

It seems that the businesses on the south side of U.S. 50's eastbound lane may find it helpful to have a
roadway dedicated specifically to customers, deliveries and a less-congested route from Lawrenceburg to
Aurora

(especially during the peak "rush hours" during the weekday mornings & evenings).

Finally, it had also been suggested (in the past) that the newly constructed "Dearborn Trail," connecting
Aurora to Lawrenceburg, be utilized as a "Bypass U.S. 50."

Hopefully, this alternative has been or will be officially eliminated from the solutions set.
This Trail was built to provide a safe, non-motorized alternative to the gaulent of the current U.S. 50 and
should be maintained and utilized as such for generations to come.

Thanks for your assistance and consideration-
Richard M. Ullrich, Jr.

403 Main Street

Aurora, IN 47001

812-926-0803

¢: Mayor Hastings, Aurora
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Mayor Cunningham & City Mgr. Tom Steidel, Lawrenceburg
Mayor Hedrick, Greendale

Debbie Smith, Dearborn County CVTB

Mike Rozow, Dearborn County Chamber of Commerce

Nancy Spivey, NKy Chamber of Commerce

Ed Dierking, John Mehrle Aurora-Lawrenceburg Trail Founders
Tim Weber, Weber Sports

JournalPress

Gov. Mitch Daniels

Gov. Ernie Fletcher

CcC: <dhastingsjr@seidata.com>, <dsmith@yvisitsoutheastindiana.com>,
<edierkingé@aol.com>, <gdalemayor@suscom.net>, <mayor@col-in.net>, <steidelt@col-in.net>,
<mdaniels@gov.in.gov>, <nspivey@nkychamber.com>, <timw@batesvilleproducts.com>,
<aurora@registerpublications.com>
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From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Jackman, Mary" <MJACKMAN@indot.IN.gov>
<l.eslie.Trobaugh@Strand.com>

5/10/06 8:11AM

FW: u.s.50 corridor

Good Morning Leslie,

Please find the attached comment in regard to US 50 in Lawrenceburg.
Would you please acknowledge to Mrs. Ross that you have received the
comment and explain who you are? Please do not include all of the
attached INDOT people unless you would BLIND COPY. I'm simply trying to
keep the public direct to the source at this time.

Hope your "arm” is doing better!

Thanks,

Mary

————— Original Message-----

From: Clark, Rickie

Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 11:47 AM
To: Jackman, Mary

Subject: FW: u.s.50 corridor

FYl............ comment for US 50 project in Lawrenceburg.

From: Parrish, Charlene

Sent: Tuesday, May 09, 2006 7:12 AM
To: 'Betsy Ross'

Cc: Clark, Rickie; Sadler, Lyle
Subject: RE: u.s.50 corridor

Hello again,

Thank you for your follow-up to me. | will forward your

comments to Rickie Clark, Manager of INDOT's Hearings Section, for


http:s..�.....�.�.�
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inclusion into the public transcript for the proposed US 50 project.

Thank you again and have a very pleasant day! Charlene

Driving Indiana's Economic Growth

Charlene Parrish

Correspondence Coordinator

Indiana Department of Transportation

100 N. Senate Avenue

Room N755

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

(317) 232-5117

cparrish@indot.state.in.us

From: Betsy Ross [mailto:flagmaker7 @earthlink.net]
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 5:43 PM

To: Parrish, Charlene
Subject: Re: u.s.50 corridor

Sorry, thought | was emailing the person who was at that meeting. Yes,
it is about not many people showed up at the meeting.

From: Parrish, Charlene <mailto:CPARRISH@indot.IN.gov>
To: Betsy Ross <mailto:flagmaker7 @earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, May 08, 2006 9:57 AM

Subject: RE: u.s.50 corridor

Good morning,

Are your comments the result of a Public Meeting
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that was held by INDOT? | was not sure where to forward your comments
and | noticed at the end you stated you were at a meeting?? Thank you
for letting me know. Charlene

Driving Indiana's Economic Growth

Charlene Parrish

Correspondence Coordinator

Indiana Department of Transportation

100 N. Senate Avenue

Room N755

Indianapolis, Indiana 46204

(317) 232-5117

cparrish@indot.state.in.us <mailto:cparrish@indot.state.in.us>

--—-Original Message-----

From: Betsy Ross [mailto:flagmaker7 @earthlink.net]
Sent: Saturday, May 06, 2006 3:30 PM

To: indot@ai.org

Subject: u.s.50 corridor

We know there is a difficult time ahead as we try to figure out
how to get the needed traffic through the Dearborn Co. to Ohio/kentucky
state lines.

In Lawrenceburg, there was talk of a straight through road along
the railroad track section from Center Street along to one of the
stoplights at the edge of Aurora. The Lawrenceburg City Board and the
Lawrenceburg Conservancy Board did studies to see if it was feasible to
extend the levee system. A $5,000,000 study was done and it was
progressing until the mayor and the city started disagreeing where the
money from the gambling boats should be used. It was shelved.

Another idea is to get a ferry system started back up between
Hogan and Tanner Creek to get vehicles to Petersburg,KY and to the 275
express way.


mailto:mailto:cparrish@indot.state.in.us
mailto:cparrish@indot.state.in.us
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This is 20 years past due. The load has been too long on this
small 4 lane highway and the number of cars who have to use it on any
given day to get to employment.

Thank you for working towards a solution. The small turn out at
the meeting is because we are all very tired of getting our hopes up
that there is a solution at hand, when there is not.

Best Regards,

Betsy Ross 812-584-0872

6724 U.S. 50

Aurora, IN 47001

cC: "Clark, Rickie" <RCLARK@indot.IN.gov>
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From: Leslie Trobaugh

To: JFalls@doeanderson.com
Date: 9/16/06 11:29AM
Subject: flyer for P.I.

Jason - please send a copy of the flyer about the upcoming public information meeting to:

William F. Dixon
5317 E CR 300N
Milan, IN 47031

| promised we would notify him about the meeting. He didn't know about the last one until after the fact &
is interested because he has farmland in the area.

Thanks
Leslie



APPENDIX D
SECOND COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND PUBLIC
INFORMATION MEETING MINUTES AND COMMENTS (SEPTEMBER 2006)
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STRAND
[] Information Only

MEMORANDUM [] Project Specific
[] Policy Memo - File With

TO: File

FROM: Leslie Trobaugh/Scott Roush, Strand Associates, Inc.

DATE: September 19, 2006

RE: INDOT US 50 Corridor Planning Study and Environmental Assessment

This date a meeting was held at the Adult Learming Center, 311 West Tate Street, Lawrenceburg,
Indiana from 3:00 ~ 5:00 with the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) to discuss the Alternatives
that have been developed in response to the Existing Conditions Report & the Purpose and Need
Statement of the project. This was the second of three meetings that are required by Indiana’s
Streamlined EIS Procedures.

The meeting began with a Power Point presentation by Scott Roush (see attached). The findings of the
Existing Conditions Report and the Purpose and Need statement were briefly discussed, followed by the
presentation of those alternatives that for reasons such as impacts, cost or inability to fulfill the purpose
and need, have been discarded. The presentation ended with a discussion of the alternatives and
concepts that have been proposed to be moved forward for further study. The meeting then broke into
two groups. Each group was asked to evaluate the alternatives and note any issues or changes that could
be implemented. The groups were also encouraged to create their own alternatives on the aerial photos
that were provided. Following is a summary of the group comments as well as some comments made
during the Power Point presentation.

e Question: If a new bridge was built over the Ohio how much traffic would it divert?
Answer: It is estimated that a new bridge could divert up to 50% of the existing US 50 traffic.

¢ Question: The construction year is 2017 — can’t improvements be made before then?
Answer: The year 2017 was used just for purposes of comparison. Some alternatives would be
able to be constructed prior to that date; more ambitious alternatives would take a longer period
of time.

e Question: Will the downtown Lawrenceburg improvements help Greendale & Dillsboro.

Answer: In general the alternatives that were developed were done so to address the specific
problems within that area. No single viable alternative can address every issue.

S\@SIECO\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Env\CAC-SAG\09-19-06 CAC.doc
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September 19, 2006

Group One Comments:
If one-way pairs are utilized there must be provisions made so that emergency vehicles aren’t
slowed in response time.

Why not make Alternate 6 two-way on both routes? Would make it much easier to get to
specific locations.

Alternate 5 just doesn’t appear to be much of a solution, especially considering cost.

The I-275 problem could be significantly improved by straightening the Bridge on SR 1.

Prohibiting trucks from SR 1 would cure the congestion. The trucks are mainly using that route
as a bypass to the weigh stations.

Group Two Comments:

Access management needed at Cole Lane and Industrial Park.

Keep downtown Lawrenceburg streetscape looking “historic” or “green”.

Consider a Wilson Connector to siphon Wilson Creek traffic to Wal-Mart.

Belleville needs to be fixed — include it with the I-275 improvement.

Is there a viable solution to parallel US 50 to the south between Aurora & Lawrenceburg?

Likely to be future business development on Florence Drive past the apartments. It is already
hard to access US 50 if turning left from there.

Build a new bridge from Aurora to Kentucky.

Erin Peterson, with ME Companies, also briefly discussed the Gateway Study, which is evaluating land
use and access control along the US 50 corridor. Many of the recommendations from this companion
study will be able to be implemented as short-term solutions to congestion, as well as lowering the
existing crash rates at various locations across the corridor. The meeting ended with the announcement
that the third and final CAC meeting will be held sometime in the spring. The next Public Information
meeting will be held at Lawrenceburg High School on Tuesday, September 26™ at 6:00 pm. The target
date for the conclusion of the Corridor Study is May, 2007.

Attendees:
CAC Members

Bill Black, Jr., Dearborn County Emergency Management

Nicole Daily, Bayer Becker

Donnie Hastings, Mayor of Aurora

Jennifer Hughes, Dearborn County Soil & Water Conservation District
Jeff Hughes, Dearborn County District 1

LaVerne Kolb, Farm Bureau, Inc.

Steven Lampert, City of Greendale

Todd Listerman, Dearborn County Engineer

Mark McCormack, Dearborn County Planning & Zoning

[Initials}S\@SIECO\051--100\060\078\Wrd\EnvW\CAC-S AG\09-19-06 CAC.doc\092407
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September 19, 2006

Chris Mueller, County Metro Planning Board

Peter Resnick, Dearborn County Hospital

Michael Rozow, Dearborn County Chamber

Steve Wirth, Hidden Valley Lake Property Owners’ Association

INDOT Representatives
Mary Jackman
Frank Baukert

Gateway Study

Erin Peterson, ME Companies
Bob Koehler, OKI

Bill Miller, OKI

Corridor Study

Marc Rape, Strand Associates
Scott Roush, Strand Associates
Leslie Trobaugh, Strand Associates
Jason Falls, DOE Anderson

[Initials]S\@SIECO\51--100\060\078\Wrd\Env\CAC-SAG\09-19-06 CAC.doc\092407
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[ ] Information Only
MEMORANDUM [] Project Specific

] Policy Memo - File With
TO: File
FROM: Leslie Trobaugh/Scott Roush, Strand Associates, Inc.
DATE: September 26, 2006
RE: INDOT US 50 Corridor Planning Study and Environmental Assessment
CC: Jason Falls, Doe Anderson

This date a public information meeting was held at the Lawrenceburg High School, in Lawrenceburg,
IN. Representing INDOT: Mary Jackman, Frank Baukert, Ken Riddell, Marvin Jenkins, Jim Ude;
Strand Associates: Scott Roush, Leslie Trobaugh; Doe Anderson: Jason Falls; M-E: Erin Peterson

Public information meetings are held to create an informal opportunity for local residents to participate
in the process of implementing projects that affect their communities. The next public information
meeting for the US Corridor Study is tentatively scheduled for late winter or early spring 2007; at that
time more detailed information will be available regarding the alternatives that have been selected to
move forward for further study.

Mary Jackman briefly explained the comment process and the agenda for the evening. Scott Roush then
summarized the alternatives that have been developed in response to the need for improvements to the
US 50 Corridor in Dearborn County. The focus of the presentation was on those alternatives that will be
advanced for additional development. A question and answer period followed the presentation. A
representative selection of questions/responses follows:

e Has the traffic in the morning rush hour been studied? Response - Yes. Peak am and pm hours
were reviewed at selected intersections. Level of Service indicated how the intersections function
at the current level of traffic as well as how they will function based on future expected traffic
levels.

e What does the number of relocations mean? Response - Relocations is the term used to define
the residential, commercial and industrial structures that would have to be acquired, due to either
revised or new alignments. There are also instances when a commercial property may need to be
acquired because of its inability to function due to loss of access.

e Some of the alternatives appear to run on top of the levee. Response — The alignment would not
run on top of the levee but would be in the vicinity. At this point we can’t say which side would
be the more likely location.

e How much traffic is on Wilson Creek Road that it needs two lanes turning onto US 50?
Response — The Travel Demand Model (which extrapolates future traffic levels) indicates that
Wilson Creek will need this additional lane to function at an adequate level of service in the

S\@SIECO\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Env\notes09-26-06 PIM.doc
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[Date]

future. This is not always due to amount of traffic, but back-ups can also occur due to the heavy
cycle on US 50 which then inhibits the turning movements onto the heavier traveled road.

Why not build a new road from Walmart to Wilson Creek? Response - Our model indicated that
this road would cause the Wilson Creek/US 50 intersection to fail

Why not look at the Pribble Creek to SR 1 bypass? Response - This alternative was studied.
Although this project may have merit to move forward as a local project, it is not proposed as a
solution to the US 50 congestion. The modeling indicates that not enough traffic would be
diverted to this bypass to significantly lower traffic volumes on US 50.

Why wasn’t the intersection of SR 350 and US 50 looked at? Response — Two levels of analysis
were used in studying the corridor. Not every intersection was reviewed individually. The
corridor was divided into segments. Each segment was reviewed to see if it functioned
adequately. The SR 350/US 50 intersection was studied as part of the overall corridor study.

We want answers about the new bridge. Response — All of our planning is contingent on the
new Tanners Creek Bridge being a committed project, and that the bridge will be in place prior
to the construction of any alternatives developed from this study.

How will the new bridge help the congestion? Response - The new bridge will not be a
replacement structure but will provide an additional crossing. INDOT does have a project plan
in place to rehabilitate the existing bridge in 2008. When that happens, the capacity of US 50 to
move traffic will be reduced, which the City of Lawrenceburg views as having a negative impact
on both traffic and economic development.

Why is the City building the bridge? Response — if the city builds the bridge, then it can be done
on a much speedier track. If Federal funds were used, it would be highly unlikely that it could be
done prior to the rehab work.

Were traffic studies done for 2006? Response — Yes. Counts have been taken along the corridor
and at selected intersections.

The meeting concluded with the invitation for anyone interested to join the Community Advisory
Committee group. The next public information meeting will be held in late winter or early spring. The
study is expected to be concluded in May, 2007.

[Initials]S:\@SIECO\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Env\notes09-26-06 PIM.doc\092407
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U.S. 50
CORRIDOR STUDY

THE PURPOSE OF THIS MEETING IS TO PROVIDE
INFORMATION TO CONCERNED CITIZENS AND TO RECEIVE
INPUT AND FEEDBACK. THIS FORM IS PROVIDED FOR YOUR
CONVENIENCE TO COMMENT ON THE PROJECT OR THE
PRESENTATION. COMMENTS MAY BE SUBMITTED TODAY,
OR MAILED ANYTIME IN THE NEXT TWO (2) WEEKS TO:
Leslie Trobaugh, Strand Associates, 629 Washmgton St

Columbus, IN 47201
E-MAIL: Leslie.Trobaugh@strand.com

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING THIS MEETING.

FINAL COMMENT DATE: LOCATION: U.S. 50
October 10, 2006 Dearborn County, IN
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From: Leslie Trobaugh

To: Jason Falls; Scott Roush

Date: 9/15/06 3:25PM

Subject: Re: Fw: REPLY U.S. 50 Corridor Study CAC Meeting

Jason - If you want to reply to Mr. Sauerbrey you can let him know that the afternoon meetings were not
set up at the behest of anyone from Dearborn Co. government. We scheduled CAC meetings for the
afternoon for a couple of reasons. #1 was to differentiate these meetings from the public information
meetings which we schedule one to two weeks after the CAC meetings. These are two different groups
and we just felt that having them held at different time periods would help to separate them out in people's
minds - especially since quite a few CAC members also come to the public information meetings. The
second reason was to be able to give people who cannot attend night meetings another venue to be a part
of the voice of the community. Perhaps what we can do, though is to take a poll at the next meeting & let
majority rule for the third & final meeting as to what time works best for the most people.

Leslie

Leslie Trobaugh
Environmental Specialist
Strand Associates, Inc.
629 Washington St.
Columbus, IN 47201

leslie.trobaugh@strand.com
812.372.9911

>>> Jason Falls <JFalls@doeanderson.com> 09/15/06 2:59 PM >>>
Scott and Leslie,

Just thought I'd pass along a response | got from Bob Sauerbrey to my
e-mail reminder about Tuesday's CAC meeting. | have not responded to him
and won't unless you feel it neccessary. If we do have a solid reasoning

for the 3-5 p.m. meeting time, we should probably respond with an
explanation and express our desire to have him attend. | don't know the
history of the communications with Mr. Sauerbrey, however, and will wait

for your input before responding.

Thanks,

DOE ANDERSON

Jason Falls

Public Relations Account Manager
620 West Main Street

Louisville, KY 40202
502.815.3257 (p)

502.815.3557 (f)

205.482.5120 (m)
ifalls@doeanderson.com
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----- Forwarded by Jason Falls/Louisville/DoeAnderson on 09/15/2006 02:55
PM -----

bsauerbrey@lasallehs.net
09/15/2006 02:48 PM

To

Jason Falls <JFalls@doeanderson.com>

cc

bsauerbrey@lasallehs.net, sauerbreyr@xavier.edu
Subject

Re: REPLY U.S. 50 Corridor Study CAC Meeting

Jason,

| mentioned this at the first meeting which happened to
occur during vacation time for me. Meeting in the late
afternoon guarentees a small attendance since any of us
working with any regularity will find that time

impossible. Since all three present county commissioners
oppose the long term plan which many of us worked on, it
appears Vera Benning and her two boy toys reaily don't
want representation at this meeting.

You might recall that the first meeting was originally
scheduled for 7-9 p.m. and was changed to 3-5 p.m. with no
real explanation. | will not be there though | think my

imput to be important. Perhaps when lame-duck Vera is
gone from the commission we will have a fair
representation. The fact that the local Republican party

is not supporting the candidate whom the Republicans of
the county chose for commission in the primary indicates
that real change is unlikely. It certainly helps retain
incompetents when those who can do the job are muscled out
by simply meeting at times those persons cannot attend
important meetings.

Enjoy the meeting--though any results will be obviously
tainted and incomplete. So be it.

Bob Sauerbrey

Miller Township Citizen Rep.

Advisory Committee to Dearborn County
Planning Commission
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Comment on proposed ways to improve U.S. 50 traffic

Public meeting
set for Sept. 26

STAFF REPORT

Dearborn County residents
now have a chance to see pro-
posed alternatives aimed at im-
proving safety and traffic flow
on U.S. 50.

The alternatives will be pre-
sented and discussed during a

public meeting from 6 p.m. to
8 p.m. Tuesday, Sept. 26, in the
Lawrenceburg High School au-
ditorium, 100 Tiger Blvd.

The concerns were identi-
fied largely from an April pub-
lic meeting and subsequent
public remarks on the U.S. 50
Corridor study overview.

Details from the study’s ex-
isting conditions report, which
includes traffic data and acci-
dent reports, also were used,

said project manager Scott
Roush, Strand Associates.

Strand  Associates  and
Wilbur Smith and Associates,
are the engineering firms con-
ducting the study for the Indi-
ana Department of Transporta-
tion.

“The meeting is not just the
next step in the process, but is
a chance for the public to actu-
ally see lines drawn on maps to
visualize what these alternative

U.S. 50,

FrOM PAGE 1A

INDOT officials and repre-
sentatives of Strand Associates
and Wilbur Smith & Associ-
ates, the engineering firms con-
ducting the study, will present
potential alternatives to effi-
ciency and safety needs for the
corridor, said Roush.

The study, scheduled to take
18 months, will help officials
determine feasible methods for
addressing traffic problems by
exploring short-term traffic-
management solutions and
long-term capacity improve-
ments, he said.

The 18-mile stretch of U.S.
50 through Dearborn  impacts
traffic flow in Lawrenceburg,

Greendale, Aurora and Dills-
boro.

Another public meeting is
scheduled for late winter or
early spring.

A second complementary
U.S. 50 corridor study, initiat-
ed by Dearborn County
through Ohio-Kentucky-Indi-
ana Council of Governments
and M+E Companies, Wester-
ville, Ohio, is also under way,
focusing on planning and land
use concepts along the corri-
dor.

More information about both
corridor studies can be found at
www.dearborncounty.org/plan-
ning.

concepts may look like,” said
Roush,

People will be able to offer
ideas to assist planning and de-
sign of the corridor. Ideas pre-
sented at the April meeting
were “insightful” and ‘“have
been incorporated into our
thinking. We are looking for-
ward to their thoughts on the
potential alternatives,” said
Roush.

See U.S. 50, PAGE 10A
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From: "jhayes101@)juno.com” <jhayes101@juno.com>
To: <Leslie.Trobaugh@strand.com>

Date: 10/12/06 8:50AM

Subject: traffic congestion on US 50

Leslie

My name is Joe Hayes my wife and | own the property on the corner of 4Th and main streets, one block
off of highway 50. We have the drawings in the paper and drawings the city of Lawrence burg has given
us of the proposed changes to US §0. When talking to the city they were not sure how this intersection
will be affected and weather or not there will be traffic lights and crosswalks at this intersection. | hope the
future plans include crosswalks and lights as it is now there are none, During the peak times you cannot
even cross the street, or get out of your car with children. There are many residents that live in this block
and about five businesses. We are afraid that all the studys are being done just to insure traffic flow thru
town and not to residents and businesses everyday activity's. When we met with the Law. city manager
his thoughts were only on getting as much traffic thru town as fast as possible. There are a lot of residents
feel that the new bridge across tanners creek is being pushed thru just to insure no traffic tie ups in front of
Argosy during the original bridge on tanners creek resurfacing project. We are also concerned that are
property at 501 main will be taken in order to rework this intersection of 4Th and main street. Any info that
you could pass along will be greatly appreciated.

Joe Hayes

jhayes101@juno.com

812-926-3713

812-290-6066
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THE -~PURPOSE OF THIS MEETING IS TO PROVIDE

" INFORMATION TO CONCERNED CITIZENS AND TO RECEIVE

INPUT AND FEEDBACK. THIS FORM IS PROVIDED FOR YOUR
CONVENIENCE TO COMMENT ON THE PROJECT OR THE
PRESENTATION. COMMENTS MAY BE SUBMITTED TODAY,
OR MAILED ANYTIME IN THE NEXT TWO (2) WEEKS TO:
Leslie Trobaugh, Strand Associates, 629 Washington St.,

Columbus, IN 47201
E-MAIL: Leslie.Trobaugh@strand.com

THANK YOU FOR ATTENDING THIS MEETING.

FINAL COMMENT DATE: LOCATION: U.S. 50
October 10, 2006 Dearborn County, IN
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From: Leslie Trobaugh

To: JFalls@doeanderson.com

Date: 10/20/2006 8:54:34 AM

Subject: Re: Fw: Corridor 50 Study Dearborn County

| am out of the office this week. | should be back on Monday, October 23rd.

If you have an immediate accounting need please contact Doris Green.

Leslie

>>> JFalls 10/20/06 08:53 >>>
Hey Leslie,

| spoke to Scott about this on Friday. Can you please e-mail me the
powerpoint presentation from the Pl meeting? Scott wants me to follow up
with this gentleman and | don't have a copy of the powerpoint to go from
since we gave all of our copies out at the meeting. | would like to pull

the aerial of that intersection to e-mail to him, call him with specific
issues, etc. If | have a copy of the powerpoint file, | can take care of

him and have the resource for future inquiries.

Thanks a ton!

Jason

DOE ANDERSON

Jason Falls

Public Relations Account Manager
620 West Main Street

Louisville, KY 40202
502.815.3257 (p)

502.815.3557 (f)

502.435.9486 (m)
jfalls@doeanderson.com
http.//www.doeanderson.com

AM ---—-

"Scott Roush" <Scott.Roush@Strand.com>
10/16/2006 08:23 AM

To

"Jason Falls" <JFalls@doeanderson.com>
cc

"Leslie Trobaugh" <Lesliet. COLPO.COLDom@§Strand.com>
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Subject
Fwd: FW: Corridor 50 Study Dearborn County

Jason, can you check into this and see if you can answer his questions
from your end. Leslie is out this week. Let me know if you need my
assistance. Scott.

Scott Roush

Strand Associates, Inc.
629 Washington Street
Columbus, IN 47202
1.812.372.9911
1.812.372.7190 fax
scott.roush@strand.com

>>>"Smith, Steve" <SSMITH@indot.IN.gov> 10/11/06 1:41 PM >>>
Scott---could the consultant team get back with Steve Eckart

Stephen C. Smith, AICP

Manager, Long-Range Transportation Planning Section
Indiana Department of Transportation (INDOT)

N901 100 North Senate Avenue

Indianapolis, IN 46204-2219

Voice: 317-232-5646

Fax: 317-234-1228

----- Original Message---—

From: Steven Eckart [mailto:steve29401@earthlink.net]
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2006 11:17 AM

To: Smith, Steve
Subject: Corridor 50 Study Dearborn County

| was unable to attend the Sept. 26 meeting, and would like to know how
to obtain more information about the proposals presented there. | am
mainly interested in the intersection of 275 and 50.

Thank you



Laslie Trebaugh - Re: Fw: Corridor 50 Study Dearborn County

Steven Eckart

Ameristop
440 Belleview Dr.

Greendale IN, 47025
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Leslie Trobaugh - Fwd: Letter Re US 50 Traffic

From: Leslie Trobaugh

To: JFalls@doeanderson.com
Date: 11/16/2006 3:47:29 PM
Subject: Fwd: Letter Re US 50 Traffic
Hi Jason,

Scott asks if you could also send Mr. Faber a thank you

Leslie

Leslie Trobaugh
Environmental Specialist
Strand Associates, Inc.
629 Washington St.
Columbus, IN 47201

leslie.trobaugh@strand.com
812.372.9911
>>> Scott Roush 11/16/2006 3:27 PM >>>

Could you forward this to Jason and ask him to send a thank you?

>>> "Bill Miller" <BMILLER@oki.org> 11/16/06 2:43 PM >>>
Erin & Scott:

| received the attached letter earlier this afternoon via US Mail and
pdf'd it FYL. I will mail Mr. Faber a thank-you and tell him that I've
forwarded his comments on to the two studies' consultants.

--Bill Miller



. Leslie Trobaugh - Fwd: Letter Re US 50 Traffic 7 ( Page 2

OKI is a council of local governments, business organizations and community groups committed to
developing collaborative strategies to improve the quality of life and the economic vitality of the region. -
http://www.oki.org
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APPENDIX E
THIRD COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE AND PUBLIC
INFORMATION MEETING MINUTES AND COMMENTS (APRIL 2006)
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MEMORANDUM [] Project Specific
[] Policy Memo - File With

TO: File

FROM: Leslie Trobaugh/Scott Roush, Strand Associates, Inc.

DATE: April 24, 2007

RE: INDOT US 50 Corridor Planning Study and Environmental Assessment

This date a meeting was held at the Adult Learning Center, 311 West Tate Street, Lawrenceburg,
Indiana from 3:00 — 5:00 with the Community Advisory Committee (CAC) to discuss the culmination
of the US 50 Corridor Study and the Draft US 50 Corridor Planning Study Report. This was the third of
three meetings that are required by Indiana’s Streamlined EIS Procedures.

The meeting began with a Power Point presentation by Bruce Rape. The development of the report and
its various components was discussed, including the Existing Conditions Report, Purpose and Need
Statement, Alternatives Discussion and Selection, and Recommendations for Further Study. After the
presentation the floor was opened for comments and questions.

Question: Alternative 6 looks like it would either eliminate the fairgrounds or take out the
athletic fields at the high school. The fairgrounds need to remain — it’s the only place that some
events can be held & is very important to the community. If the new road were built on the high
school side where would the athletic fields move?

Answer: The alignment is not set — the road could potentially go on either side of the levee,
although it is more likely that it would run on the fairgrounds side. There are geometric features
that might dictate which side would be selected.

Question: US 50 & Sunnyside is very congested & there are a lot of accidents. There doesn’t
seem to be any alternative that would do anything to fix the problem there.

Answer: The Existing Conditions Report examined the corridor & although there may be some
congestion there, the traffic modeling did not show failure.

Question: Did the study go over to the Ohio state line?

Answer: No, our study terminated at the 1-275/Bellview/US 50 interchange. The Gateway
Study done by ME Companies did extend to the state line. Their study was to look at access
control, developing standard land use, etc.

Question: how soon will anything happen?

SN\@SIECO\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Env\CAC-SAG\04-24-07 CAC.doc
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Answer: INDOT has undergone a complete reorganization in the past year. Major funding is
now coming through the Major Moves program. In order for a project to be funded by the state
it must first be programmed into the State Transportation Plan. The earliest date for
programming would be 2008. All potential projects have to go through a rating process. Each
program receives points for items such as cost, need, the amount of money that the local agency
will provide, etc. Try to structure your project to be attractive, such as getting property owners to
donate right-of-way. You are competing with every other county in the state and there is much
more need than there are dollars to solve the problem. All projects in the whole state are
competing against each other. INDOT Central Office funds are now allocated through 2015.

Question: What can we do to help get our projects funded?

Answer: Keep up active communication with INDOT, attend the public meetings that INDOT
has to discuss future needs so that you can continually keep your projects in the forefront.

There is a collaborative group that has formed out of the OKI/Gateway Study. Use this group to
advocate for the solutions you would like to see for the corridor, both from the Gateway Study
and from this study.

In addition to the Major Moves program, the INDOT district offices also have programs that can
provide funding for projects like intersection improvements. Right now the Seymour District has
obligated funding through 2013.

Question: A bridge from Petersburg K'Y to Aurora would cure the problem.

Answer: A bridge from Aurora to Kentucky was an alternative that was discarded. The high
costs associated with constructing a new bridge over the Ohio River, along with the current
financial constraints of the State of Kentucky eliminated it from being considered further. It was
also anticipated that there could be significant environmental impacts as well. Even if a bridge
were built, there would still have to be a new road built on the Kentucky side that would connect
to 1275, which would also be a high dollar project.

The meeting concluded with the CAC members present being advised of the date of the final Public
Hearing, which would be on Monday, April 30™ at 6 p.m. at Lawrenceburg High School.

Attendees:
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CAC Members

Anita Benning (for Peter Resnick), Dearborn County Hospital
Bill Black, Jr., Dearborn County Emergency Management
Doug Hendrick, City of Greendale

Jennifer Hughes, Dearborn County Soil & Water Conservation District
Jeff Hughes, Dearborn County District 1

LaVerne Kolb, Farm Bureau, Inc.

Steven Lampert, City of Greendale

Mark McCormack, Dearborn County Planning & Zoning
Chris Mueller, County Metro Planning Board

John Rahe, Main Street Aurora

Michael Rozow, Dearborn County Chamber

Tom Steidel, City of Lawrenceburg

Ralph Thompson, Dearborn County Commissioner

Jim West, Dearborn County Economic Development

INDOT Representatives
Pankaj Desai
Frank Baukert

FHWA Representative
Larry Heil

Gateway Study Representatives
Erin Peterson, ME Companies
Bill Miller, OKI

Corridor Study Representatives
Bruce Rape, Strand Associates
Scott Roush, Strand Associates
Leslie Trobaugh, Strand Associates
Jason Falls, DOE Anderson
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[] Information Only
MEMORANDUM [[] Project Specific
[] Policy Memo - File With
TO: File
FROM: Leslie Trobaugh/Scott Roush, Strand Associates, Inc.
DATE: April 30, 2007
RE: INDOT US 50 Corridor Planning Study and Environmental Assessment
CC: Jason Falls, Doe Anderson

This date a public information meeting was held at the Lawrenceburg High School, in Lawrenceburg,
IN. Representing INDOT: Mary Jackman, Frank Baukert, Marvin Jenkins, Jim Ude; Strand Associates:
Bruce Rape, Scott Roush, Leslie Trobaugh; Doe Anderson: Jason Falls

Public information meetings are held to create an informal opportunity for local residents to participate
in the process of implementing projects that affect their communities. This meeting is the third and final
public information for the US 50 Dearborn County Corridor Study.

Mary Jackman briefly explained the comment process and the agenda for the evening. Bruce Rape then
summarized the draft Corridor Study Report that has been developed. The report examines current
conditions of the corridor, provides traffic modeling data to extrapolate future traffic levels of service,
evaluates various alternatives that could potentially improve the functionality of the corridor, and
establishes which alternatives should be advanced for more in depth study as projects of independent
utility.

At the conclusion of the presentation and prior to the question and answer period, the floor was opened
to anyone who wished to make a statement for the record. These statements will become part of the
official transcript. A representative selection of questions/responses following the statements of record

follows:

o Strand Associates — before we get in to the question & answer period we do want to state that our
challenge was to evaluate where problem areas existed along the corridor, how did the corridor
function currently, predict how the problem areas would function in the future and how the
current roadway would function if nothing was done. None of the selected alternatives are set in
stone. These alternatives will be evaluated in greater detail; the in depth assessment of impacts
has not yet been done.

e Question: You have three options for Lawrenceburg, will all of these be done? Response: No,
we have identified three alternatives which fulfill purpose and need for that segment of the
corridor, but only one of these three would ultimately be advanced as an actual project.

SA@SIECO\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Env\notes04-30-07 PIM.doc
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Question: What is next? Response: Some of the suggested improvements are minor such as the
access management solutions, while the alternatives that have added travel lanes are major
projects. INDOT prioritizes projects on need and available funding. Our funding is limited.
Smaller fixes could be funded from other “pots of money” such as those funds available from the
district funds. Long range planning funds are for new roads and major road reconstructions and
these types of projects have the longest lead times. A minor project could be accomplished in a
few years, a major project would take a minimum of eight to ten years. A project started right
now would most likely be constructed in the year 2018. The projects that will be advanced for
further evaluation from this study will now go through the rating process by INDOT. These
projects will be compared and evaluated to all of the other projects in the state that are also trying
to get funded. The highest scoring projects get funded first. Right now Major Moves projects
are funded out to 2016. If one of these projects gets funded then most likely environmental
studies would begin in 2010 and construction would begin in 2020.

Question: It seems that traffic would be worse if you stop left turns. Answer: Impacts do have
to be examined, both to businesses and side streets. The State would have to consider the
impacts and make a decision if these impacts outweigh the benefit that might be derived from the
implementation of a solution like no left turns or barrier medians.

Question: Some of these solutions like barrier medians and forbidding left turns would really
hurt the businesses along US 50. Answer: In the end it may also just be a trade-off. How much
business are you losing just because the congestion is so bad that many potential customers just
completely avoid the area? We do look at the impacts — can we mitigate for any problems, is the
mitigation economically feasible? Ultimately it may come down to which situation are you
willing to live with? Restrictions on traffic movement or unlimited movement but high
congestion?

Question: Has there been recent work exploring a bypass? Answer: We examined bypass
alternatives, but traffic modeling indicated that not enough vehicles would transfer to a bypass to
relieve the congestion. Only five to seven thousand vehicles per day would utilize a bypass
which would not provide enough relief to the corridor. The SR 48 to SR 1 connector project
remains a valid local project. It could be a local project worthy of being constructed for reasons
not related to our study.

Question: When will we know if any of these projects will get funded? Answer: It depends
upon the type of project. A big ticket project can take one and a half to two years to get listed.
Smaller projects could be put on the list in a year. The INDOT website does list the Major
Moves projects that are listed for the next ten years.

Question: Barrier medians will really hurt the response time for ambulances. How will they get
through if they can’t turn left? Answer: Before implementing a no left turn policy or
constructing barrier medians the State would bring in emergency workers to get their input on
where breaks need to be constructed for emergency vehicles.

Question: Most of the traffic is from 6:30 to 8:30 in the morning and 4:30 to 6:30 in the evening.
Why not allow an addition lane east in the morning and west in the evening. Answer: This was
one of the alternatives we looked at. There were concerns about functionality and driver
confusion. We may re-evaluate this alternate as a short term solution. We would also look at
just doing restrictions on left hand turning movements during the peak times.
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e Question: We have a business that is on leased property. We get no notifications of these
hearings because we aren’t the owners of the property. Answer: At this stage there is no
individual notification to property owners of meetings. INDOT will list public meeting dates on
their website. Public meetings will also be advertised in local papers as well as other media.
Although this concludes the public information process for this corridor study, there will be
future opportunities to be involved if and when selected alternatives are advanced for further
study.
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U.S. 50 CORRIDOR STUDY

COMMUNITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

John A. Rahe, D.D.S.
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Trobaugh, Leslie

From: SEAN FURLOW [swfurlow@verizon.net]
Sent:  Thursday, May 03, 2007 8:54 PM

To: Trobaugh, Leslie

Subject: US 50 Improvements

There are a large number of educated professionals who are cut off from taking jobs in Cincinnati and Northern
Kentucky simply because of the traffic issues between Aurora and 1-275. | made the drive to Cincinnati for a
period of time from Versailles. The congestion between Aurora and |-275 added at least 30 minutes each way to
my commute — an extra hour a day spent waiting in traffic to travel 3 miles.

The congestion also cuts of potential educational opportunities in Cincinnati and Northern Kentucky because of
the added time lost.

As a family, we have stopped shipping in Dearborn county and traveling to Cincinnati and Northern Kentucky. We
know go south to Louisville or North to Indianapolis.

5/4/2007
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Trobaugh, Leslie

From: Aesthetic Solutions [aestheticsolutions@wildblue.net]
Sent: Friday, May 04, 2007 12:53 PM

To: Trobaugh, Leslie

Subject: US 50 Improvement

I want to voice my opinion for the evaluation of the US 50 improvement. | wasn't aware of a meeting so, of
course, | wasn't there. The newspaper says they've determined this unnecessary since the amount of traffic
entering from Ripley County to Dearborn County is "insignificant”. That would be because, for years, we've all
gone out of our way to avoid the bottleneck from Aurora to 1275 by going to Sunman via 101 then 74 to Cincinnati
or Kentucky. This adds quite a few miles but avoids the horrible messes that are so common from Aurora to
1275. My husband and | both travel this route almost daily to avoid it!

5/4/2007
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TO: File

FROM: Scott Roush, Strand Associates, Inc.

DATE: November 23, 2005

RE: INDOT US 50 Corridor Planning Study and Environmental Assessment

This date a meeting was held at the INDOT Seymour District with representatives of Dearborn County
to discuss opportunities to coordinate the activities of the INDOT US 50 Corridor Study and the
OKI/Dearborn County Gateway Study.

Attending:
INDOT Steve Smith, Frank Baukert, Jim Ude (Seymour District)
ME Companies Erin Peterson, Michael Ciotola (will primarily deal with OKI)

Dearborn County Travis Miller
Strand Associates Scott Roush, Leslie Trobaugh

Travis: ‘Goal is to eliminate duplication between the Corridor Study & the Gateway Project and to
coordinate the two studies. Want Gateway to supplement the Corridor Study.

Consensus: public will not distinguish between the two studies. We need to have good communication
with each other.

Discussion ensued re the potential new bridge over Tanners Creek. INDOT has encouraged a
design/build approach. No location has actually been selected. American Consulting Engineers is doing
a 30 day feasibility study for the City of Lawrenceburg & should have results in January. Issues with
railroad & new lift station. If a parallel bridge is feasible then City will move forward. If a parallel
bridge is not feasible then location decision will default to ME. If ME is not involved in bridge location
then their contract will be expanded to include more time on US 50 land use.

Steve: successful coordination of the two projects would benefit from Strand participation in the
Gateway Study by attending the Project Management Team (PMT) meetings for that project.

Discussion re how to accomplish attendance given that Strand does not have a budget within the existing
INDOT agreement for these meetings. Scott will provide a fee for attending meetings to Travis.

S\@SIECO\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Scott\Meeting Notes\11-23-05 Coord.doc
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Scott: discussion of Strand scope for Corridor Study: Data collection will begin 11/28 on turning
movements and existing access. Crash data will also be gathered. Travis indicates that he may have
some data. Data collection should be complete within 1 month & will start building operational model
that will identify safety issues, functional analysis of sections.

Travis: Dearborn County has GIS info — may be more extensive than info INDOT has.
Scott: Strand will also develop preliminary Purpose & Need — coordinating with INDOT & FHWA.
Public involvement including the CAC, public information meetings. Also local Study Advisory Group
(SAG) (elected/appointed officials), Resource Agency Meetings,
Once Purpose & Need developed, it will not be revisited.
Steve: We should wait for first Public Information (PI) meetings until have some data — i.e. safety info
Scott: We will look at short term & long term improvements, impacts/solutions. then alternative
analysis. Four segments to be evaluated including:

I-275 to east side of Lawrenceburg

East side of Lawrenceburg to west side of Lawrenceburg (SR48)

West side of Lawrenceburg (SR48) to Aurora (SR56)

Aurora (SR56) to Dillsboro (SR 62)
Certain number of alternatives will be evaluated within each section.
Travis: development already taking place in Dillsboro segment.

Steve: Operational model - 2 sections primarily. Lawrenceburg and Lawrenceburg to Aurora

Erin:. ME would want to use some of Strand data on existing conditions for their look at access
management. Access management will be primary focus of Gateway Study.

Steve: INDOT has permitting/access mgmt. guidelines (may not be on-line yet) will send ME drawings
(GIS format)

Scott: ME would like a copy of existing conditions report when it is completed.

Steve: Indiana’s geological website has GIS info on Lawrenceburg — county level info. Also has photo
log (pavement info).

Travis: Dearborn County has copy of photo log. June, 2003.

Erin: ME would like copy of access inventory. Strand to contact Erin with details.

[Initials]S\@SIECO\051--1001060\07 8\Wrd\Scott\Meeting Notes\11-23-05 Coord.doc\092407

STRAND
ASSOCIATES. INC.*
FrrEiNEE ST


mailto:Initials]S:\@SIECO\051--100\060\078\Wrd\Scott\MeetingNotes\11-23-05Coord.doc\092407

Page 3
[Date]

Erin: ME will be doing a business survey — will ask questions such as how existing conditions affects
the business.

Travis: County wants to develop a focused access management plan.

Steve: Possible that CMAQ funds could be used to fund an access study due to the fact that
Lawrenceburg is a non-attainment area. Would look at Lawrenceburg Township.

Travis: Wants access management plan to be consistent with regulations from each jurisdiction

Erin: Will be looking at existing land use (a portion will be funded later). Look at key development
sites (5-8). What is highest/best use.

Travis: The Economic Development group will be working with ME on this

Erin: ME will have 2 workshops (actually 1 workshop, but will be divided into 2 sections. First will lay
out existing conditions on land use & access management. 2" will break into groups to provide vision
for the corridor & look at the key development sites.
After concluded will make presentation to councils.

Travis: Could this workshop be combined with one of Strand’s public information meetings.

Erin: ME could be present at the 1** PI meeting for Purpose and Need & at that time make short
presentation on the land use workshop & ask for interested persons to contact ME.

Steve: we want to look at the target audience. SAG's seen as intimidating because of officials involved.
Not sure of what the workshop target audience is. Are there community groups along the US 50
corridor? It appears that SAG and local PMT could have common membership. Local PMT will be
meeting 6 times over 9 months. INDOT PMT is 3 times over 18 months.

Erin: ME will be sending out letters inviting participation in the workshop

Steve: We need to have some common staff at all meetings. Want to look at presenting a common
image. ME is willing to attend PI meetings.

Again discussed need for Strand to participate — could even include Wilbur Smith

Erin: Asked when Strand would complete driveway assessment & the environmental studies.

Scott: Environmental studies will not be done until much further along in project.

Driveway assessment — need to check scope of work.. It is hoped that access points will be on GIS

format — if we can find appropriate GIS mapping.
Turning movements will be completed within the next two weeks.
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Erin: Strand will provide a copy of project schedule to Erin as soon as it is ready.
Steve: INDOT has a CD of environmental “impacts” for the area. Frank will send to ME & to Strand
Travis: Can we get an idea as to when the first PI meeting will take place

Consensus was that March or April was target for 1% public information meeting. - possibly at high
school?

Steve: wants ME to let Wilbur Smith and Doe Anderson (DA) know when business survey sent

Travis: wants another coordination meeting to continue to keep everyone on same path & also to look at
the results of the business survey.
Also noted that the Dearborn County Comprehensive Plan is on .pdf on website
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[ ] Information Only
MEMORANDUM [ ] Project Specific
[] Policy Memo - File With
TO: File
FROM: Scott Roush, Strand Associates, Inc.
DATE: April 11, 2006
RE: INDOT US 50 Corridor Planning Study and Environmental Assessment

This date a meeting was held at the INDOT Central Office with representatives of the Project
Coordination Team (PCT) to discuss the Purpose and Need of the project. This is the first of three
meetings that are required by Indiana’s Streamlined EIS Procedures.

A list of those attending and a copy of the meeting agenda is attached.

A brief introduction was given by Steve Smith and then Scott Roush summarized the history of the
project.

Jeff Held then proceeded with a summary of the Draft Existing Conditions Report and the Draft Purpose
and Need Statement. The following was discussed:

The traffic modeling will be capacity constrained. The modeling needs to include trucks in the
composition of traffic. Attempt to identify local versus through traffic. OKI may have some
origin-destination information that will be useful.

The parallel Tanners Creek bridge project study being completed by the City of Lawrenceburg is
in the OKI long range plan and an air quality conformance has been completed. For purposes of
the travel demand model it should be considered a committed project. The Tanners Creek bridge
is considered a project of independent utility.

The discussion the OKI 2030 Regional Transportation Plan in Section 4 of the report needs to
mclude discussion of the February 2006 amendment.

Section 5 of the Existing Conditions Report needs to include local committed projects. This
information will be coordinated with OKI.

A discussion of the Gateway project will be included in the Existing Conditions Report.
With the addition of committed projects, both the Existing Conditions Report and the Purpose

and Need Statement are ready to be posted on the web site and forwarded to the Resource
Agencies.
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The discussion then proceeded to the public involvement process. Kristen Jordan summarized the efforts
to identify the Community Advisory Committee membership and how notification will be handled for
the Public Information meeting. The following was discussed:

e The Community Advisory Committee meeting will be held on April 18, 2006 at the Dearborn
Adult Center, 311 West Tate Street, Lawrenceburg, Indiana from 3:00-5:00 pm.

e The Public Involvement meeting will be held on April 25, 2006 at Lawrenceburg High School,
100 Tiger Boulevard, Lawrenceburg, Indiana from 6:00-8:00 pm.

e The format of the meetings will be an introduction by Mary Jackman of INDOT followed by a
brief presentation by Scott Roush. This will be followed by a question and answer session. At the
conclusion of the question and answer session there will be an opportunity for attendees to meet
with project representatives to continue discussions. Copies of the Resource Map will be
available to facilitate these discussions. The meetings will then adjourn.

e At the Public Involvement meeting people should be encouraged to participate in the CAC
process.

e We should attempt to identify Consulting Parties as part of the Section 106 process and invite
them to participate as CAC members and to attend the Public Information meetings.

e The Gateway Study will be included in the presentation and there will be an opportunity to meet
with Gateway representatives during the informal session.
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MINUTES
Review of Preliminary Alternatives
Thursday, July 13, 2006
2:30 P.M., IGCN, Rm. N801

INDOT US 50

Corridor Planning Study and Environmental Assessment
Attendees:
Chris Andrews INDOT Division of Environmental Services
Steve Smith INDOT Division of Urban and Corridor Planning
Dave Butts INDOT Division of Urban and Corridor Planning
Frank Baukert INDOT Division of Urban and Corridor Planning
Dan Buck INDOT Division of Urban and Corridor Planning
Dave Hunter Wilbur Smith Associates
Scott Roush Strand Associates, Inc.
Marc Rape Strand Associates, Inc.

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the preliminary alternatives that Strand and
Wilbur Smith have been developing for the US50 corridor. Scott opened with a brief
discussion of the project milestones that had been completed to date, which included the
first CAC and Public Information meetings taking place in Lawrenceburg.

Dave Hunter said that Wilbur Smith has been working on the Travel Demand Modeling.
He needs to know if the Memo of Understanding with OKI has been signed yet. Steve
to check on that after the meeting.

Steve is very interested in seeing the model fine-tuned before we get too far into the
study.

Dave Butts added that INDOT executive staff has accepted the City of Lawrenceburg’s
proposed parallel bridge over Tanner’s Creek. Steve Smith said that since that is now a
committed project the alternatives need to consider that the bridge is in place.

Scott had met with Steve three weeks prior to show the six alternatives that Strand was
considering. At Steve’s suggestion, four additional alternatives have been added. Scott
then gave a detailed presentation summarizing each of the ten alternatives. Positives and
negatives, including rough LOS impacts, construction costs and probable environmental
impacts were discussed for each alternate. Marc pointed out that construction costs did
not include right-of-way, engineering, or relocation costs, which could .vary
significantly.
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Review of Preliminary Alternatives
US 50 Corridor Study

Questions/Discussion During Alternatives Presentation:

m  Will Alt. 3 (Reversible Lanes) increase LOS? Strand will have better data prior
to next meeting.

m The aerial photograph needs to be updated prior to next meeting.
m  Alt. 5 will be redrawn to minimize impacts to Lawrenceburg High School.
m  With the closing of Seagram’s, Alt. 6 may be more attractive, easier to sell.

m With Alt. 6 (and all one-way pairs) need to include access to downtown as
consideration.

m Alt. 10 — construction cost estimate seems low. Strand to re-evaluate prior to
next meeting.

m Steve Smith suggested that all construction costs be projected out +/- 10 years to
present accurate costs when likely to be built.

m Steve also recommended that one-way pair alternates be revised to reflect
Tanner’s Creek bridge.

Dave Hunter then gave a brief discussion of Wilbur Smith’s suggested options between
Lawrenceburg and Aurora. The short-term alternative is to close the center median
(concrete median barrier) and only allow left turns at the signalized intersections. Dave
suggested that vehicles in the through lanes slowing to turn left are a significant cause of
the congestion west of Lawrenceburg. Wilbur Smith’s proposed longer-term solution is
the construction of frontage roads parallel to US 50 for access to local properties, again
limiting left turns.

Scott asked at what point alternatives could begin to be eliminated. Steve said nothing
should be eliminated until the LOS / safety impacts of each alternative has been
reviewed.

Dave Butts suggested as a general reminder that all options need to consider connections
to local streets.

Steve Smith added that more detail regarding SR 1 needs to be included in the alternates
that directly affect SR 1.

Frank Baukert questioned if improving SR 1 from Nowlin Avenue to US 50 would help
with the capacity on US 50. Scott said that the traffic study conducted for Alt. 8 & 9
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Review of Preliminary Alternatives
US 50 Corridor Study

indicate that 5,000 to 6,000 vehicles would utilize the proposed alignment, which is not
enough for an appreciable difference on US 50.

The next meeting date was set for on August 8", The meeting was adjourned at
4:00. These are the minutes of the meeting as we understand them. Please contact this
office with any concerns or comments.

cc: all attendees
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MEMORANDUM [ ] Project Specific
[ ] Policy Memo - File With
TO: File
FROM: L.Trobaugh/S. Roush/Jeff Held
DATE: September 5, 2006
RE: US 50 Corridor Study Project Team Meeting - Alternatives Review

This date a meeting was held at the INDOT offices in Indianapolis. A list of attendees appears at the
end of this document. The purpose of the meeting was to review alternatives developed by Strand
Associates for the US 50 Corridor Study. ME Companies also presented a brief overview of the
Gateway Study developments to date.

After introductions, Scott Roush from Strand explained that the alternatives that have been developed
primarily focus on the Lawrenceburg area, as that is the major area of the corridor experiencing
congestion. The segment from Aurora to Lawrenceburg does have a higher than average accident rate.
Both this area & the Dillsboro to Aurora segment would benefit from access control.

Jeff Held then presented the following alternatives:

#1 On-Alignment Capacity Expansion  (Estimated construction costs $4.5 million)

Expand US 50 from 4 lanes to 6 lanes in the downtown Lawrenceburg area.

Major impacts to the north side of US 50 (which include the historic district), new r/w of approximately
4 acres & 10 to 15 relocations. Since the Tanner’s Creek Bridge is now a committed project, some of
the impacts to the historic district & the number of relocations would be lessened, since the bridge
project will be done first. However, to operate effectively, road would require 3 thru lanes, plus dual
lefts & exclusive rights at major intersections (end result 8-9 lanes).

Question: Why not move south for the additional lanes?
Answer: Major reason is that a city park would then be impacted. Would still also require relocations,
and geometrically would not transition well to curve at Arch Street.

General recommendation was that this alternative be advanced for further consideration.

#2 No Left-Turns Allowed in Downtown Lawrenceburg (Construction costs $90,000)

Creates 2-phase signals. Left turns are prohibited, traffic circles the block to complete the movement.
Minimal impacts and can be implemented quickly. Not sufficient to improve operations to LOS D or
better for all movements based on 1.4% growth per year. Significant queuing is anticipated on side
roads. Main & Front streets are main problems through Lawrenceburg in terms of capacity. Arch Street
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has experienced a higher than average crash rate. Next major problem area on US 50 is the 1-275
intersection.

Could be set up to restrict left turns only during peak hours. Some left turn restrictions are proposed as
part of the new Tanner’s Creel Bridge project.

Question: If we don’t have modeling then how can we discuss amount of improvement to LOS?
Answer: We have found that the growth factor predicted in the operations model is confirmed by the
Travel Demand Model. Operations modeling of future conditions under this scenario indicates that
significant congestion (LOS E operations) and queuing may occur on the side streets.

Question: If a left-turn restriction will already be implemented by the new bridge project, how can we
get the Main & Front area to LOS D or better?

Answer: Additional through lanes on US 50 would probably be required, which is considered in
Alternative 1.

General recommendation was that this alternative be discarded because it does not adequately relieve
congestion. Could be considered as an interim or short-term solution.

#3 Reversible Lanes in Downtown Lawrenceburg (Estimated construction cost $1.7 million)

3 lanes in peak direction during peak hours, 2 lanes in opposite direction, left turns prohibited.

Minimal impacts — would require 5-10 relocations and approximately 1.2 acres of new r/w & still
require widening.

Comment: Reversible lanes have been used & abandoned in Cincinnati — have not achieved the needed
capacity.

Comment: The issue of timing is also relevant — people knowing when to use a lane & when it’s
restricted.

Comment: Although Indianapolis has an example in Fall Creek Parkway, it’s intimidating for out-of-
town drivers. Are all the other drivers going to follow the lane restrictions?

Comment: It becomes a safety concern. This alternative does not appear to meet the purpose and need
of the project. We need to make sure that the public understands why this alternative is discarded.

General recommendation was that this alternative be discarded because it will likely be difficult to
implement and may not achieve the necessary capacity to fully relieve future congestion.

#4 One-Way Pair — South (Estimated construction cost $28 million)

3-lane one-way streets with short turn lanes at intersections. Provides acceptable operations. Requires
significant new roadway & local street reconfiguration.

Impacts historic district south of US 50. Would require approximately 20 acres of new r/w, including 3
acres of wetlands, as well as 30-40 relocations.

The benefit of the new Tanners Creek bridge would be diminished.

General recommendation was that this alternative be discarded due to the high impacts relative to the
other alternatives.
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#5 One-Way Pair — Near North (Estimated construction cost $4.1 million)

3-lane one-way streets with short turn lanes at intersections. Provides acceptable operations west of the
high school. Ties into the new bridge. Fewer impacts than Alternative 4.

Approximately 1.5 acres of new r/w including .3 acres of wetlands & 4-5 relocations.

If US 50 is widened, then this alternative becomes less attractive.

Comment: Looks like a reasonable alternative & should be advanced. Could still allow left turns.
Question: Is it feasible to get back to US 50 quicker to avoid the wetland & high school?

Answer: Will require a more detailed evaluation. Strand to investigate.

General recommendation was that this alternative be moved forward.

#6 One-Way Pair — Mid North (Estimated construction cost $7 million)

3-lane one-way streets with short turn lanes at intersections. Provides acceptable LOS. Less impacts
than Alternative 4. Will require crossing the levee.

Would require approximately 6.2 acres of new r/w & 5-10 relocations.

Question: What about going through the tanks?

Answer: The plant is closed at this time.

Less intrusive on the historic district & is a mixture of commercial & residential.

General recommendation was that this alternative be moved forward.

#7 One-Way Pair — Far North (Estimated construction cost $34 million)

3-lane one-way streets with short turn lanes at intersections. Overall length & separation would require
construction of connector streets. Impacts Greendale Historic District.

Approximately 16.5 acres of new r/w, including 1.2 acres of wetland. 30-40 relocations.

Response: Would most likely be archaeological problems with using Ridge Road as well as the many
historic homes on that road.

General recommendation was that this alternative be discarded due to the high impacts and costs relative
to the other alternatives.

#8 SR 1 to SR 48 Connector — Nowlin Ave. (Estimated construction cost $32 million)

Provides alternative route & additional Tanner’s Creek crossing. Will not draw enough traffic to greatly
improve LOS on US 50.

Would require approximately 70 acres of new t/w, including .6 acres of wetland & 5-10 relocations.
Comment: At one time this was a committed project

Comment: There was never a consensus of support from the area residents

Comment: Is not in the OKI TIP

General recommendation was that this alternative be discarded due to the uncertainty of its
implementation and the fact that it does not adequately relieve congestion on US 50.
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#9 SR 1 TO SR 48 Connector -Indiana Glass  (Estimated construction cost $36 million)
Provides alternative route & additional Tanner’s Creek crossing. Will not draw enough traffic to greatly

improve LOS on US 50.
Would require approximately 71 acres of new r/w, including .6 acres of wetland and 5-10 relocations.

General recommendation was that this alternative be discarded due to the uncertainty of its
implementation and the fact that it does not adequately relieve congestion on US 50.

#10 New Ohio River Bridge (Estimated construction cost $400 million)

Connects US 50 to I-275 via KY SR 20. 7 miles of new 4-lane roadway & 4,400’ bridge.

Significant riparian impacts.

Approximately 120 acres of new 1/w, including 7-8 acres of wetland, and 45-50 relocations.

This alternative was developed from suggestions from public involvement via CAC & Public
Information meetings.

Question: How can we develop a new road in Kentucky?

Answer: There have been projects done in an interstate partnership.

Comment: Normal revenue stream would not allow this to move forward.

Comment: This concept was presented to provide a full range of alternatives.

Comment: Wilbur Smith will put a link in the future conditions demand model to determine if this
crossing would significantly relieve US 50.

General recommendation was that this alternative be discarded due to the difficulty of construction,
likely environmental issues and the difficulty in funding such a massive project.

Intersection Improvement — US 50 at Wilson Creek Road (Estimated construction cost $9 million)
New or widened structure over Wilson Creek needed. Provides dual left-turn lanes from Wilson Creek
and US 50. Provides exclusive right turns from Wilson Creek Road and US 50.

Wilson Creek Road is a major route to the hospital.

Would require approximately 2.5 acres of new r/w and affect around 30 parking spaces.

Comment: This area has been brought up repeatedly as a problem by the Mayor of Aurora.

Question: Would access control and in-place intersection expansion be a better alternative than a new
entrance?

Response: There are many entrances in & out. Utilizing the road behind the businesses & controlling
access from US 50 is part of the Gateway study.

Comment: This alternative shows communication between the 2 studies.

General recommendation that Strand further investigate improvements at this location.

Discussion after presentation

Question: Are we obligated to present all of the alternatives to resource agencies?
Answer: Yes, but we can recommend which we think should move ahead in the study.
Comment: We need to let the public know that we have heard their suggestions.
Comment: Costs are way too low. A factor of 2 to 3 should be used for all amounts.
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Answer: The figures do not represent the costs for acquiring r/w or relocation costs, design costs, etc.

Rob Bostrom, from Wilbur Smith Associates briefly discussed Travel Demand Modeling:

Question: What Travel Demand Model is being used — INDOT or OKI?

Answer: The OKI model is being used — has more density & more roads. The OKI model also has
more in depth focus on the Dearborn County area, although both models provided relatively the same
figures.

Question: How can we say an alternative is reasonable or not when we don’t have more environmental
information?

Answer: Several of the alternatives will require significant impacts and/or cost to implement. If there
are alternatives that will accomplish the same traffic relief objectives but at a lower cost and impact, the
objective is to narrow the number of feasible alternatives to be advanced for more detailed study.
Question: Should Alternative 2 even be presented?

Answer: Part of the scope was to provide both long term & short term alternatives. Alternative 2 was
investigated to determine if it could meet future US 50 needs, instead it appears that it would provide a
short term/low cost concept that could be implemented in advance of longer term, more capital intensive
permanent solutions.

Gateway Presentation by Erin Peterson:

The study looks at access management and land use along the US 50 Corridor.

There are over 400 access points along the corridor with some stretches having 60-80 access points per
mile. There is no curb & many businesses have their pavement areas run right to US 50.

Gateway Study will have 4 advisory committee meetings — a combination of elected officials, business
owners, etc.

In general, access points should be 350 feet apart & the functional area of the intersections should be
protected (700 feet at signals).

Raised medians, right-in right-out are also possible solutions along with limiting access.

There are a huge number of accesses (and therefore, conflict points) on US 50. Traffic is about 25%
truck traffic and is currently 42,000 vpd.

ME met with some Argosy Casino staff. A public-private partnership may be possible to address some
issues. Argosy will be constructing a new parking garage.

Attendees:

Jeff Held - Strand Associates

Steve Smith - INDOT

Rob Bostrom - Wilbur Smith Associates
Bob Koehler - OKI

Eryn Hays - INDOT

David Butts - INDOT

Larry Heil - FHWA

Bill Miller - OKI
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Erin Peterson - ME Companies

Jim Ude - INDOT

Mary Jackman - INDOT

Leslie Trobaugh - Strand Associates
Chris Andrews - INDOT

Dave Hunter - Wilbur Smith Associates
Ray Nunnally - INDOT

Jason Falls - DOE Anderson

Scott Roush - Strand Associates
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MEMORANDUM [] Project Specific
[] Policy Memo - File With
TO: File
FROM: L.Trobaugh/S. Roush/Jeff Held/B. Rape
DATE: April 18,2007
RE: US 50 Corridor Study Project Team Meeting - Corridor Study Report Review

This date a meeting was held at the INDOT offices in Indianapolis. A list of attendees appears at the
end of this document. The purpose of the meeting was to review the draft corridor study report
developed by Strand Associates for the US 50 Corridor Study. Also attending was Paul Hershkowitz,
from Wilbur Smith Associates; Wilbur Smith has developed the travel demand modeling data and report
for the corridor study.

After introductions, Scott Roush from Strand briefly discussed the EIS Streamlined Process of which the
Project Management Team is a part, and that this meeting was the third of the three scheduled meetings
for the Project Management Team.

Bruce Rape then presented the Power Point presentation highlighting major components of the draft
study report:

Purpose of the Project — Identify potential transportation system improvements to alleviate congestion
and safety issues along the US 50 Corridor in Dearborn, County, Indiana.

Existing Conditions Report — Previously submitted part of the draft document which focuses on existing
geometrics of the corridor, access points, bridges, crash data, and traffic operations.

Purpose And Need — Previously submitted part of the draft document which evaluates the study area in
its function as a Statewide Mobility Corridor and identifying the portions of the corridor which fail to
meet mobility corridor guidelines and develop potential transportation projects to improve the operations
of the corridor to an acceptable level.

Transportation Demand Modeling — Report developed by Wilbur Smith and Associates which models
current and future traffic movements along the corridor including specific examination of Alternatives 5
5 and 9 and their impact on traffic volume on US 50.

Alternative Development — discussion of criteria for developing alternatives and how preferred
alternatives are selected.

Draft Report — Elements of the report: Existing conditions, purpose and need, alternatives presentation
and screening, environmental and cultural considerations, recommendations.

Segments of the Corridor Study/Selected Alternatives — projects of independent utility that fulfill the
purpose and need of the study and which are proposed to move forward for more in depth study.
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a. Segment 1 (Dillsboro to Aurora — SR 262 to SR 148 ) no projects of independent utility.
Access management solutions.

b. Segment 2 (Aurora to Lawrenceburg — SR 148 to SR 48) US 50 & Wilson Creek Road
intersection improvement, US 50 & Wal-Mart entrance intersection improvement, TSM
Concept 11 which eliminates left turn lanes except at major intersections, barrier median.

c. Segment 3 (Lawrenceburg — SR 48 to Arch St.) TSM Concept 2 which prohibits left
turns, Alternate 1: on-alignment capacity expansion, Alternate 5: new alignment from
Main Street thru Front street tying back into US 50, Alternate 6: new alignment from
Main Street to north of levee trying back into US 50.

d. Segment 4 (Greendale — Arch St. to I-275) US 50 & 1-275 intersection improvements.

Public Involvement — Various public involvement processes including the Community Advisory
Committee, Public Information Meetings, and methods utilized to increase public awareness of the

project.
Streamlined Process — define existing conditions, develop purpose and need, select alternatives, develop

report.

General Discussions during and following the presentation:

INDOT - It would be a good idea to include the mention of SR 1 improvements as part of the US 50/1I-
275 intersection improvements.

FHWA — The 3 selected alternatives for Segment 3 (Lawrenceburg) will not be examined independently
of one another. These alternatives will be evaluated as part of an Environmental Assessment with one

eventually being selected as the preferred alternative.

INDOT — We should assume that the “no left turn” concept in Lawrenceburg is only during peak times.
May want to add what type of signage may be used. Seymour district will do some research. Electric
signage vs. informational.

INDOT - re: status of current Tanner’s Creek Bridge project. Contract still pending — discussions
ongoing between INDOT/LPA/Consultant. Certain to be questions at CAC & PI meetings about the
project. Has Strand seen anything on the bridge? Need to verify that alternatives 1, 5 & 6 will be
compatible with new bridge design.

STRAND - Alternatives were based on conceptual drawings available at beginning of this project.
Strand to discuss with American Structure Point.

INDOT — want design concept & scope & a recommendation for preferred alternative under separate
cover.
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INDOT - surprised at construction cost estimate for Alt 1 —also Alt 6 construction cost estimate seems
low. Is the levee being bridged or is new alignment on school property? Intersection @ US 50 — I-275
seems very high. Is this taking the OKI project into account?

STRAND — INDOT construction cost estimator spreadsheet was used to calculate costs. Can provide
data to INDOT for verification that costs are appropriate. Levee is being bridged & was taken into
consideration in construction costs. Alignment would be on other side of levee, not school side. OKI
project was taken into consideration in developing costs for intersection improvements.

INDOT —how far back will the improvements go on SR 1?
STRAND - 500 to 700 feet.

INDOT/OKI — The US 50/I-275 interchange improvements should also add additional travel lanes and
realign SR 1 from US 50 to Nowlin Avenue.

FHWA — We want to make clear in the environmental document that the Connector project (Alt 8) is
still programmed separately as a local project & still viable as a local agency project even though it does
not fulfill the purpose and need for selection as a preferred alternative for the corridor study
improvements.

INDOT —1Is Alt. 1 3 lanes each way?

STRAND - Yes. In vicinity of new bridge — one lane will be dedicated from Main Street
INDOT — Are there protected left hand turns via bays?

STRAND - Yes

INDOT — Next step will be to program selected alternatives into STIP, look at available funding.
Selected project(s) will have to be evaluated against other potential projects statewide. If projects are
selected for construction we are looking at 2016 or later.

FHWA — Would not begin the EA/FONSI until 3 to 4 years prior to anticipated construction.

STRAND - Upcoming meetings include the CAC meeting on April 24, the Agency Team Meeting, and
the Public Information Meeting on April 30™. All meetings are in Lawrenceburg.

STRAND — Revisions suggested during this meeting will be incorporated into the final document, but
will be sometime after the CAC meeting. Will need to know how many copies of final report are
required.

INDOT — Will investigate that & provide the number of copies needed.
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MEETING ADJOURNED

Attendees:

Steve Smith - INDOT

Ben Lawrence - INDOT

David Butts - INDOT

Jim Ude - INDOT

Mary Jackman - INDOT

Pankaj Desai - INDOT

Frank Baukert - INDOT

Loni Hyrnk - INDOT

Larry Heil - FHWA

Bob Koehler - OKI

Scott Roush - Strand Associates
Jeff Held - Strand Associates
Bruce Rape — Strand Associates
Leslie Trobaugh - Strand Associates
Paul Hershkowitz - Wilbur Smith Associates
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